SEE IEF RGM BR ISAT eR 


SR BEN 


Dar ANER 


4,1874. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


661 








of this Jounnau and of the Waaxty Reporter 

"@ now at 12, Cook’s-court, Carey-street, W.C. 

he Subscription to the Soutcrtors’ JouRNAL ts— Town, 26s., 
“Country 28s.; with the Waexiy Reporter, 52s, Payment 
padvance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers 
gan have their Volumes bound at the Ofice—cioth, 2s. 6d.; 
| paif law calf, ds. 
#.% We must draw the attention of correspondents to the’ rule 
that a'l lettersintended for publication in the ‘* Solicitors’ 
| Journal” must be authenticated by the name of the writer, 
| though not necessarily for publication. 
Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with 
| geguiarity in the Provinces, it is requested that application be 
made direct to the Publisher. 


= 


Ghe Solicitors’ Journal. 
LONDON, JULY 4, 1874. 


"WE ARE GLAD TO LEARN that the rules under the Judi- 
gature Act have been substantially assented to, and that 








| they will be issued as soon as there has been time to 
‘revise them, for the correction of textual and other 


-gmaller errors. 





pA 
Tr 1s RATHER DirFricutr to gather from Mr. Osborne 


Morgan’s speech in the House of Commons on the 
Welsh county court judges what it is he really wants. 
It he merely asks that where, of two lawyers equally 

tent one speaks the Welsh language and the other 


“does not, the Welsh-speaking lawyer shall be preferred, 


we fancy he will find no one to disagree with him. 


“ford Aberdare, when Home Secretary, promised, on 


Dehalf of the late, “and he was sure he might say all 
fature, Governments,” that this rule should be observed 
in appointments to county court judgeships in the Prin- 
dipality. But this does not satisfy Mr. Osborne Morgan. 


He complains that advantage has not been taken of 


‘vacancies occurring in English county court judgeships 
to draft off those county court judges in Wales who do 
not understand the Welsh language, in order that their 


places might be supplied by gentlemen possessing that 


essential qualification. This seems to indicate an opinion 
that in all cases the selection of Welsh county court 


~ judges should be limited to Welsh-speaking barristers ; 
“and it implies that there is a sufficient supply of such 


gentlemen qualified and willing to undertake the duties 
of a county court judge. Now as to this it may be well 


- recall the statement made by Mr. Hanbury Tracy 


in the debate two years ago, that “on the North and 
South Wales Circuits, at the Chancery Bar, and on the 


Northern Circuit, there were only seven barristers who 


_ spoke Welsh.” 


We have no means of judging as to 
whether the resolution then adopted has caused an influx 


tothe bar of gentlemen speaking the Welsh tongue, or 
- has drawn the attention of barristers to the importance 
| of acquiring a knowledge of that language. If not, it 
- obvious that, after deducting the barristers who would 
~ Rot accept a county court judgeship and those who are 


Rot qualified to accept it, the area of selection would be 
‘Undesirably limited. ‘Then, again, this difficulty occurs 

w is the question of knowledge of Welsh to be 
fettled ? A so-called knowledge of Welsh may mean 
anything, from the merest smattering to a profound 


_ aequaintance with all the mysteries and all the different 


‘Patois of that language. Unless candidates for judicial 
§ppointments are to pass an examination in Welsh the 
Tesult will be the occurrence of cases like that mentioned 

the recent debate, where a Welsh judge addressed a 


ae in their native language, and the observation they 


Made was that he would have been more intelligible to 
them if he had spoken English. Most people in Wales, 
Imagine, will agree with Mr. Scourfield in preferring 


Sright decision given in English to a wrong one pro- 


Mounced in Welsh. Ignorance of Welsh involves only 
n interpreter ; ignorance of law involves injustice. 





A POINT OF SOME IMPORTANCE relating to the construc- 
tion of a statute passed more than a century and a half 
ago was first definitely settled in the case of Cow v. Leigh, 
reported in last week’s issue of the Weekly Reporter 
(p. 730). A well-known Act of Anne (8 Anne c. 14) 
renders illegal the removal of goods taken in execution 
without paying to the landlord the sum due for rent, not 
exceeding one year’s arrears. In the recent case a tenant 
had held over after the determination of a tenancy by 
notice to quit, and within six months from such determina 
tion the sheriff seized his goods under an execution. 
The landlord gave notice that rent was in arrear, and the 
question was whether under these circumstances the 
sheriff could remove the goods without paying the 
rent. 

The contention that he could not do so appears to 
have been founded upon two steps, first, a principle 
attempted to be derived from Hodgson v. Gascoigne (5 
B. & Ald. 88), next, a deduction attempted to be made 
from that principle. The principle supposed to be estab- 
lished by Hodgson v. Gascoigne was that the statute 
could not apply where the landlord had no right to dis- 
train. Now in that case the execution was levied more 
than six months after the determination of a tenancy, the 
tenant having since remained in possession, but not hav- 
ing paid rent. The counsel for the execution creditors 


“broached the theory that the object of the Act being to 


make the landlord amends for taking away his power of 
distress, the remedy given by it applied only where the 
landlord had this power. As the claim for the year’s 
rent was, however, abandoned, the point was not fully dis- 
cussed, and the court gave no reasons for their decision 
against the landlord’s claim. It is not necessary to sup- 
pose that they acceded to the argument of -counsel, or 
held that the obligaticn to pay over the rent was in any way 
connected with or dependent upon the right to distrain. 
It was sufficient that there was no tenancy at a rent cer- 
tain subsisting at the time of the execution. 

But even supposing that Hodgson v. Gascoigne was 
decided on the ground that where there was no right to 
distrain the statute did not apply, it is difficult to see 
how this could support the inference that in every case 
where there is a right to distrain the statute is appli- 
cable. There is nothing whatever said in section 1 about 
the right to distrain. “Neither by that statute,” said 
Blackburn, J., in the recent case, “nor by any subse- 
quent one has it been enacted that in all cases where 
there is a power of distress, concurrently with it there 
shall be the obligation on the sheriff to pay a year’s rent, 
if due, before removing goods in execution.” That 
might have been a very reasonable provision to make, but 
there is nothing to show that it was in fact intended to 
be made. 

The general understanding has been that in all cases 
there must be a subsisting tenancy at a rent certain 
in order to render section 1 applicable. This is the 
reason givenin Riseley v. Ttyle (11 M. & W. 16) for 
holding that in the case of entry under an agreement for 
a lease under which no rent was proved to have been 
paid, the statute did not apply, and this is the test 
established by the decision of the Queen’s Bench in the 
recent case. Of course where there is no tenancy at a 
rent certain there can be no distress, but this is a very 
different thing from saying that the application of sec- 
tion 1 of the statute depends on the existence of a'right 
to distrain. Mr. Justice Patteson remarked, in Riseley v. 
Ryle (11 M. & W., at p. 22), that he was not aware that 
ithad ever been decided that section 1 of the statute is 
confined to goods which are distrainable in point of law. 





Sir Cotman O’ Locuten has introduced a bill to declare 
the law as to throwing away of votes at parliamentary 
elections to be as laid down by the English Court of Com- 
mon Pleas in the Launceston case, and not as declared by 
the majority of the judges of the Irish court in the Galway 
case. We cannot think this necessary, though, of course, 
it will do no harm. We believe legal opinion to be 
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practically unanimous upon the point, and this notwith- 
standing that the petitioner’s agent in the Launceston 
case declares himself, in a letter to the Times, to be un- 
convinced. It is, perhaps, a little unfortunate that the 
judges in the Launceston case should have suggested 
errors in reporting and the like as in some measure 
accounting for the difference in the judgments. It is per- 
fectly clear that the judgments are inconsistent, and it 
is equally clear that the dicta of Baron Martin in the 
Yorkshire and Norwich cases cannot be supported. The 
fact is, however, that in those cases the only question 
involved was the validity of the election, and not the 
seating of the rival candidate. 





Sx cowns are multiplying rather fast. Within the 
present year we have recorded the addition of eighteen 
names to the long list of Queen’s Counsel, and it is now 
announced that the following g:ntlemen are to be raised 
to this dignity :—Of the Chancery bar, Mr. Henry Row- 
cliffe (June, 1854). Of the common law bar, one 
member of the Northern Circuit, Mr. John Edwards 
(January, 1860); four members uf the Home Circuit, Mr. 
William Ambrose (January, 1859), Mr. Aldborough 
Henniker (May, 1844), Mr. J. Morgan Howard (April, 
1858); and Mr. W. Talfourd Salter (January, 1853). 
Mr. Sergeant Robinson (April, 1840) has been granted a 
patent of precedence. 

We MAY BE PERMITTED to draw the .attention of our 
readers to the meeting of the Legal Education Associa- 
tion at the Middle Temple Hall on Wednesday next. It 
is very desirable at the present time that every one who 
sympathises with the objects of the association should 
make an effort to show his interest in the movement by 
attending the meeting. 








THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE ACT. 


Now that the commencement of this Act seems to be 
imminent it may be worth while to try to forecast some 
of the more important changes which it may be ex- 
pected to produce, if not in the law itself, at all events 
in its administration. It is true that for the most part 
the changes introduced by the Act are of form or pro- 
cedure merely; that if the operation of the 24th clause 
(the principal section dealing with this question) pro- 
duces, in fact, any substantial difference in the rights 
of parties, it will be the result of accident, arising merely 
from the change of personnel in the judges, by whom 
certain classes of questions will have to be decided, and 
not from any intention of producing any such effect on 
the part of the Legislature; and that, in theory at 
least, alterations of machinery only are to be anticipated. 
How far the event may correspond with this intention it 
would be futile now to inquire ; that question can only 
be determined by actual experiment; and we do not pro- 
pose now to indulge in any vaticinations on the subject. 
The 25th clause, however, differs essentially from all the 
rest of the Act in this respect; and while not affecting 
in any way the proposed consolidation of jurisdictions, 
not touching, except very incidentally, the contemplated 
uniformity of procedure, it effects, by express enact- 
ment, some very important modifications of the law 
itself. The clause con‘ains eleven sub-sections, but three 
only of these really effect any alteration of the law, the 
effect of the others being merely to do in detail, with 
regard to certain specified questions, that which the 7th 
sub-section of the 24th clause does by a general enact- 
ment with respect to all questions whatsoever. Whether 
it is expedient thus to single out special examples of the 
general change contemplated, and that not by way of 
example merely, but as matter of express enactment, 
may be doubtful; and we are not without apprehensions 
that the maxim expressio unius exclusio alterius may 
be applied to the sub-sections in question in a manner that, 
we are sure, was not anticipated by the author of the 
Act. Forexample: the 2nd sub-section enacts that “ no 





claim of a cestui que trust against his trustee” for any 
property held on an express trust or for any breach of 
that trust shall be barred by any Statute of Limitg. 
tions. Now, according to the doctrines at present 
prevailing in equity, the Statute of Limitations 
would not apply in any case where a cestui gue 
trust endeavoured to follow the trust property 
into the hands of any person whomsoever (other 
than a purchaser for value without notice), whether 
the defendant could or could not be properly described 
as “ his trustee ;” and this right would certainly have been 
continued, and rendered enforceable in every division of 
the High Court of Judicature, by sub-section 7 of clause 
24, had the rest of the Act been silent upon the subject; 
and we may perhaps venture to hope, though not without 
misgiving, that no Division or judge in the future will 
discover, from the wording of clause 25, that it was in. 
tended to limit this principle to the particular case, not by 
any means of general occurrence, where some act had been 
done by the defendant, or some circumstance existed— 
ultra the mere possession of the property by him—suffi. 
cient to justify the court in declaring him an “ express” 
trustee. We are aware that the doctrine of constructive 
trust is considered in many quarters to be about to be put 
upon its trial, and we fear that this sub-section may be not 
unsuccessfully appealed to for the purpose of materially 
limiting the operation of that doctrine : we are confident 
that no such result was intended, or even foreseen, but we 
are not the less apprehensive that it may be experienced, 
Again, sub-section 3 intends to declare that the doc. 
trine of equitable waste shall be a legal doctrine. But 
section 24 already directs every branch of the High 
Court to grant every remedy against equitable waste 
which any remainderman could obtain from the Court 
of Chancery, and the terms of this sub-section are such 
as to leave it open to argument that no other equit- 
able incident to a legal estate for life was intended to be 
preserved ; for instance, that a power of jointuring ap- 
pendant to such an estate would no longer survive 9 
freehold mortgage of the life interest. Similarly, the 
effect of clause 24 standing alone would be to enablea 
mortgagor in possession to bring any action with respect 
to his property which an unincumbered owner in fee 
could do; but the effect of sub-section 5 of 
clause 25 may not impossibly be to limit this 
right to the specific cases enumerated in that 
sub-section, an enumeration certainly not exhaustive, 
Similar remarks seem to us applicable to sub-sections 6, 
7, and 10, but we need not trouble our readers with any 
further examples; the principle to which we refer is only 
too well-known, and is sufficiently illustrated by the in- 
stances which we have already adduced. 


The 11th sub-section is open to criticism of a very dif- 
ferent kind; for the others, while seemingly declaring only 
the existing law, run at least the risk of incidentally in- 
troducing unexpected limitations toitsaction; but thisone, 
while in terms effecting an important reform, in reality has 
no operation whatever not already involved in one or other 
of the sub-sections of clause 24. It is to be recollected 
that the Court of Chancery has never affected to meddle 
with the law of England; all it has done is to provide 
remedies for some cases in which at common law there was 
either no remedy or a defective one, and to prevent the 
assertion of legai rights in certain other cases where such 
assertion would be, from the peculiar circumstances of 
the case, or the relation between the parties, uncon- 
scientious or improper. The 24th section, by sub-section 
7, empowers every branch of the court to grant every 
equitable remedy, and by sub-section 4 requires them to 
take cognizance of every equitable right; and, although 
injunctions to stay actions at law are expressly abolished 
by sub-section 5, there is substituted therefor an order 
for a stay of proceedings, to be obtained on motion from the 
branch of the court in which the proceedings may be 
pending. Hence it follows that in any case in which 4 
plaintiff would now be obliged to sue in equity for want 
of a remedy at law, the court will be enabled (s, 7) and 
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pound (s. 4) to grant him such remedy—i.c., the rules of 
equity are always to prevail in favour of a plaintiff ; and 
that in every case in which a defendant at law would now 
be entitled to an injunction against proceeding with the 
action or the issue of execution, the court will now be 
pound (s. 5) to grant him a stay of proceedings—i.e., the 
rules of equity are always to prevail in favour of defen- 
dants. What the remaining cases which are to come 
under the operation of clause 25, sub-section 11, may be, 
we are at a loss to make out. 

The 1st, 8th, and 9th sub-sections of this clause do, 
however, effect substantial and important changes, the 
yesult of which we hope hereafter to consider in detail. 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 

The delay which has occurred in the second reading of 
the Land Transfer Bill in the Commons has given rise to 
rumours, or rather we ought to say speculations, that the 
measure will not pass. We do not desire to vaticinate on a 
subject on which we know nothing, and shall only remark 
that it will be the strangest event of the session if a Bill 
proposed by one Government and adopted by another 
should fail to become law. If such an unlooked-for event 
should occur, the mourning over the slaughtered innccent 
will probably be but slight. But it is important that the 


existence of these rumours and the appearance on the 


notice paper of the House of amendments proposing the 
rejection of the Bill should not divert the profession from 
the course hitherto steadily pursued with reference to it. 

One marked feature of the prolonged discussion 
which has taken place on the provisions of the Bill 
has been the general concurrence of opinion in the 
profession that the measure ought to have a fair trial. 
There has been difference of view as to whether the idea 
of registration upon which it is founded affords the true 
remedy for the grievances complained of in the present 
system, but there has been a general abstinence from 


opposition to the Billas a whole. At the recent meeting 
of the Associated Provincial Law Societies a resolution 
was objected to because it might “ appear intended, by 
a sort of side wind, to kill the Act,” and it was forthwith 


withdrawn. The Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, in their observations on the Bill, express them- 
selves as being “decidedly of opinion that an efficient 
system of Jand transfer will be an invaluable boon to the 
country,” and without giving a decided opinion as to 
whether the measure before Parliament will or will not 
establish such a system, they point attention to those parts 
of the Bill which appear to admit ofimprovement. There 
is no trace of prejudiced or interested opposition to the 
scheme in the statements of these societies. The 
main objection which they unite in urging is not directed 
to the principle of the bill, but to the proposal to enact 
a compulsory clause before any experience has been 
gained of the practical working of the new system. The 
ground hitherto taken by the profession has in fact been 
this—we will give the measure a fair trial ; and if it proves 
a success it may be made compulsory; but nothing short 
of actual trial can show whether it will or will not be 
successful, and until such trial has been made there 
‘ought to be no enactment of compulsion, 

This is a strong position, and one which will be 
likely to commend itself to the House of Commons. 
The landowners who constitute that assembly are likely 
to appreciate the wisdom of advice which tells you 
to make sure that the new system of transfer will 
be an improvement upon the old, before you adopt 
nymode of compulsion, however “mild” may be its form. 
The warmest supporters of the Bill cannot deny that we 
are very much in the dark us to the effect of the system 
proposed to be established by it on transfer after regis- 
tration ; that if the effect proves to be to diminish ex- 
pense and delay there will be no difficulty in inducing 
Parliament to enact compulsory clauses as a separate 
measure; and that clauses not to come into operation 
for three years may well be left for the consideration of 





the legislators of three years hence, who will have the 
experience which those of to-day have not, to guide 
them in their decision on this matter. It is difficult to 
see how this contention can be fairly grappled with, or 
how a calm representation of the matter to the House 
of Commons, if backed by the united opinion of the pro- 
fession, can fail to secure the attention of the Govern- 
ment and the House. In the face, however, of the 
docile majority which generally attends the orders of the 
Government whip, unanimity of opinion in the profes- 
sion upon the course to be taken on this point, and a 
careful avoidance of anything like factious or prejudiced 
opposition to the Bill as a whcle, would appear to be 
essential to success. 

We observe some symptoms of a disposition to depart 
from the position hitherto taken in this matter. We 
recently printed a paper, which we believe has been 
widely circulated, re-opening the whole question of the 
probable operation of the Act, and concluding by asking 
whether it would not be better to delay legislation until 
the subject has been more carefully considered and the 
advantages and disadvantages of a really effective scheme 
duly weighed. With some of the observations of the 
writer we agree. We pointed out, when the measure 
was first introduced, that it is not security of title but 
speed and cheapness of transfer which the public demand, 
and that if the new system fails to secure these it must 
go the way of that inaugurated by Lord Westbury; that 
as regards a large portion of the landed property in this 
country it will be practically inoperative; that the mode 
prescribed for obtaining registration with absolute or 
limited title is clogged with too much difficulty and 
expense to be generally used, and that the effect of 
registration as proprietor only may be, for some time at 
least, to add to the cost of examination of title on transfer. 
On the other hand it seems to us that the writer over- 
estimates the expense and delay attending registration 
and under-estimates the advantage, from the point of 
view of the landowner and landbuyer, of the ultimate 
abolition of abstracts and the reduction of conveyances 
to a few lines. Whether his view of the probable opera- 
tion of the Bill is right or wrong, however, matters little. 
The time has passed for speculation on these matters. In 
considering the practical course to be adopted it is most 
prudent to assume that the Bill will sooner or later pass 
into law, and to concentrate the influence of the profes- 
sion on attempting to procure the adoption of such 
amendments as shall ensure that the system established 
by it shall not be made compulsory until opportunity has 
been given for testing its working. 








LIABILITY OF PRINCIPAL FOR FRAUD OF 
AGENT. 

The case of Mackay v. The Colonial Bank of New 
Brunswick (22 W. R. 473) adds further confirmation 
to the rule which has been established by Barwick 
v. English Joint Stock Bank (15 W. R. 877, L. R. 2 Ex. 
259) and other cases, that a company or corporation, not 
less than a private individual, is liable for a fraud prac- 
tised by the agent in the interest of his employer, and of 
which the employer takes the benefit. More than this it 
was not necessary to determine in the recent case, nor in 
the case cited, for in both the profits of the fraud had 
been received by the defendants. But it is worthy of 
notice that in both cases it seems to have been the 
opinion of the court that whenever an agent, acting in 
the course of his employment, commits a fraud, the 
principal, though deriving no benefit from it, is liable. 
We cannot, however, for the reason already stated, ac- 
cept the cases mentioned as binding authorities for this 
position; and the stress laid upon the distinction of the 
two cases in the Exchequer Chamber in Swift v. Jewes- 
bury (22 W. R. 319, L. R. 9 Q. B. 301) sustains the 
doubt whether that position is sound. In point of 
reason and justice there is a distinction between making 
a man liable for the proceeds of his agent's fraud 
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received by him, and making him liable for a fraudu- 
lent act of his agent, for which he is no otherwise 
responsible than because his agent commits it in the 
course of managing or conducting his business. The 
difficulty is to find a clear, logical basis for the distinc- 
tion. Starting with the fact, which must be assumed as 
the basis of the whole, that the agent is commissioned 
expressly, or by the course of business, to make state- 
ments relating to the subject-matter of communi- 
cation, there are three possible states of fact—first, 
that he makes the statement and thereby secures 
a benefit to his principal; secondly, that he 
makes the statement in respect of a matter in 
which he is authorised to make communications, but 
makes it not really for the purpose of carrying out his 
employment, but entirely in his own private interest, 
and for his own purposes; and thirdly, that, without 
any such private interest or purpose, he makes the state- 
ment in a matter in respect of which he is authorised 
to make communications. In the first case it is hardly 
doubted that the principal is liable to refund. In 
the second case it is hardly doubted that the principal 
is not liable; the agent may by means of his position 
obtain greater credit for his statement, as by the posses- 
sion of his master’s property, with which he is entrusted, 
the servant may have the means of doing an injury, but 
there seems no more reason why the principal should be 
liable in such a case than why the master should be 
liable for a wanton and merely self-interested act of injury 
done by the servant with his property. In the third 
case, the private interest or purpose being excluded, it 
remains that the statement is made, though wrongly made 
(like a negligent act wrongly done), in the exercise of 
the employment. If the statement made or act done 
belongs to the class and character of statements or acts 
which the agent is authorised to make or do, and is not 
done in the separate and individual interest of the agent, 
can it make any difference whether the statement or act 
does in fact conduce immediately to the interest of the 
principal? ‘With respect to acts of negligence in the 
management of the master’s property, it certainly makes 
no difference. Is there any reason why in the case of 
statements made it should? It is difficult to show why 
on principle it should. If it makes none, then when a 
benefit is taken, the obligation must be not merely to 
refund, but to answer also for consequential damage. The 
point, however, must be considered as still open to argu- 
ment, 


But then, assuming that there would be such liability 
when the principal is an individual, is the same rule 
applicable when the principal is a company ? The case 
of Western Bank of Scotland v. Addie (L. R.1 Sc. App. 
145, 15 W. R. H. L. Dig. 14) seems an authority to the 
contrary, and it is certainly impossible to reconcile what 
was said in it on this point with what was said in Bar- 
wick v. English Joint Stock Bank. In the present case 
the court observe that what was said in the former case was 
not necessary to the decision ; butit is equally true that it 
was not necessary, either in the present case or in Barwick 
v. English Joint Stock Bank, to decide more than tbe 
narrower proposition, that a benefit taken by means of 
the agent’s fraud must be refunded. This point is there- 
fore also open to argument; but we must add that it is 
not easy to see on what principle a company should be 
less liable than a private individual. And if it is 
ultimately decided that an individual is liable to an action 
for the fraud of his agent where he receives no benefit, 
we can hardly anticipate that the distinction between an 
individual and a company, suggested in Western Bank of 
Scotland v. Addie, will be maintained. 


There still remains, if these questions are resolved 
against the principal, the further question in each case, 
whether the statement was within the scope of the 
agent’s authority ; it is here probably that the distinction 
between a company and a private individual will be 
found to be the greatest; and it is here also that a broad 
distinction will have to be drawn between statements 





made in the ordinary conduct of business, and state. 
ments of an exceptional and unusual kind, and with 
respect to which some special authorisation from the 
principal would naturally be looked for. 








PENDING LEGISLATION. 


County Courts. 


A Bill which has passed through the House of Lords. 
proposes to provide that, in any action in a county court 
for a debt or liquidated money demand exceeding £5, 
the plaintiff may cause to be issued a summons in the 
ordinary form, or in the form contained in the schedule, 
and if the last-mentioned summons be issucd it is to be 
personally served on the defendant twelve clear days. 
before the return day thereof; and if the defendant 
does not, at least six clear days before such return day, 
give notice in writing to the registrar of his intention to 
defend, the plaintiff may, within two months after such 
return day, without proof of his claim, upon proof of 
service of the summons, have judgment entered up 
against the defendant for the amount of his claim and 
costs; such costs to be taxed by the registrar. Where 
the defendant has given notice of defence, the action 
is to be heard in the ordinary way. Upon receipt of 
the notice the registrar is to send a letter to the plain- 
tiff stating that the defendant has given notice of his 
intention to defend and of the grounds thereof. Power 
is reserved to the judge to let in a defendant who has 
omitted to give notice of defence, but who has a good 
defence on the merits, upon such terms as he may think 
just. 

Section 3 proposes to enable a county court judge, 
whether within his district or not, to give any judgment, 
make any order, or exercise any jurisdiction in any 
matter pending in any of his courts, which, if the same 
related to an action in one of the superior courts, might 
be given, made or exercised by a judge in chambers. 
By section 4 the judge is to be enabled to summon 
an assessor or assessors to sit with him in the trial of an 
action, their remuneration to be costs in the cause, 
unless otherwise ordered by the judge. 

By section 5 it is proposed that the remuneration of 
the registrars and high bailiffs for the duties to be per- 
formed under the Act shall be the receiving for their 
own use the authorized fees or an allowance in place of 
them. 

Section 6 provides for the framing of a scale of costs, 
and section 7 proposes to enact that the appointment of 
a high bailiff as registrar shall vacate the office of high 
bailiff held by the appointee. 


Powers or APPOINTMENT. 


We recently noticed the case of Gainsford vy. Dunn 
(22 W. R. 499, L. R. 17 Eq. 405), in which the Master 
of the Rolls made some caustic remarks on the 
mode in which Lord St. Leonards, in the 1 Will 4, c. 46, 
altered the law relating to illusory appointments. The 
effect of that alteration is that, when a power is non- 
exclusive, an appointment is not illusory if only 
farthing is appointed to each object of the power; but 
if the nominal sum is omitted to be appointed, the 
appointment is bad. A short Bill, introduced by Lord 
Selborne, and which has passed the Lords, proposes 
to enact that no appointment which after the passing of 
the Act shall be made in exercise of any power to ap- 
point among several objects, shall be invalid on the 
ground that any object of such power has been alto- 
gether excluded; but nothing in the Act is to affect any 
provision in the instrument creating the power, declaring 
the amount or share from which no object of the power 
shall be excluded, or some one or more object or objects 
of the power shall not be excluded. 
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REVIEWS. 


—_— 


COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


The Practice and Evidence in Aetions in the County 
Courts. By James Epwarp Davis, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law. Fifth Edition. Butterworths. 


Mr. Davis’s works are all conspicuous for clearness and 
accuracy. Opinions may differ as to whether his mode of 
arrangement is the best possible, as they would no doubt 
differ whatever mode had been adopted; but no one can 
say that either the plan of any of the books he has 
written, or the manner in which the plan is worked out, 
shows that confusion of ideas, or that haphazard mode 
of reference to authorities, which so seriously detract 
from the value of many text-books. In reviewing the 
fourth edition of the present volume we questioned the 
advisability of giving a digest of evidence in particular 
actions, such as is to be found in “ Roscoe’s Nisi Prius,” 
in the same volume with the chapters on the constitution 
and jurisdiction of the county courts, thus necessitating 
the relegation to a second volume of the parts of the 
work relating particularly to Equity, Admiralty, and 
Bankruptcy proceedings. Mr. Davis has, however, 
been called upon to publish a fifth edition by 
reason of the sale of the former one, and not in: 
consequence of any recent alterations in the law, 
for there have been none to speak of since 1871. 
This is a practical test of the utility of the work whica 
is of more value than any theoretical criticism. For the 
use of members of the bar attending county courts it 
may be that the work might be found more convenient 
if the bulk were reduced by the omission of the chapters 
on matters common to the superior and to the county 
courts. They could, if they required it, resort to the use 
of their “ Roscoe,” and in many cases they might dis- 
pense with the assistance of any text book on such 
matters, whilst very glad to have one at hand for reference 
as to the matters peculiar to the county court. It is, 
however, always useful to be able to quote cases in sup- 
port even of elementary propositions, and this not less in 
the county courts than elsewhere. For this purpose the 
chapters on evidence may be found most useful; while to 
solicitors only occasionally practising as advocates in 
county courts, and accustomed to rely on counsel for as- 
sistance in all matters of evidence, these chapters will 
undoubtedly be of great use. Thus, without at all with- 
drawing our previous remarks as to the bad policy of 
trying to put too much into one volume, we must admit 
that there is a good deal to be said for the practical 
utility of Mr. Davis’s plan in this work. 

As we have already remarked, there has been little or 
no legislation relating to the ordinary jurisdiction or 
practice of county courts in actions since 1871, so that 
there are no very extensive alterations in the work since 
the last edition was published. We notice, however, 
that the clauses in the Judicature Act which lay down 
the rules to be adopted in future in cases where hitherto 
law and equity have conflicted, are given ; and the recent 
case law is also introduced skilfully and accurately. 
The index, lists of cases and of statutes are most com- 
plete and elaborate; and every assistance in the way of 
distinctness and variety of type is given to the reader. 
The present edition will in every way fully sustain the 
well-earned’ reputation of the work. 

For the benefit of those of our readers who do not 
happen to be already acquainted with the book, we may 
explain that the volume under review does not treat of 
the equity, admiralty, or bankruptcy jurisdiction of 
county courts. These subjects are dealt with at length 
by Mr. Davis in a separate volume ; although here, in 
the chapter on the jurisdiction of the county courts, the 
origin, nature, and extent of the jurisdiction in those 
branches is shortly givep. The practice of the court in 
all ordinary actions, as well as in proceedings for recovery 
of possession of tenements, is fully given. This is fol- 
lowed by chapters on the evidence necessary respectively 





for the plaintiff's and defendant’s cases in all ordinary 
actions. The fault of the work lies in the endeavour :.» 
include too much, while its excellence consists in the 
very marvellovs amount which it does include. The 
indices show that more than 3,000 cases are quoted in it, 
and about 1,000 sections of statutes. About 200 forms 
are also given. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
VENDOR AND PurcHASER—NOTICE. 

Phillips v. Miller, C.P., 22 W. R. 485, L. RB. 9 C. P. 196. 

It is necessary to state shortly that the main question 
in this case was whether a purchaser of land, who had 
bought subject to certain tenancies, was entitled to say 
that special agreements made by the vendor with his 
tenants with respect to the valuation of their interests 
at the expiration of their tenancies were part of the 
terms of the holding, so that, as between the vendor 
and purchaser, the latter purchased subject to them ; or 
whether they were collateral, so as to entitle the pur- 
chaser to sue the vendor for sums which, having con- 
structive notice of those agreements as against the te- 
nants, he had been compelled to pay to the tenants under 
them. The court having decided against the purchaser, 
the plaintiff, on this point, it became (and it is material 
to remember this) unnecessary to consider any other 
objections that might have existed to his right to re- 
cover ; but nevertheless the court did go on to decide 
another point, which is the point to which we desire to 
draw attention. Approving and following the case of 
James v. Lichfield (18 W. R. 158, L. R. 9 Eq. 51), they 
held that the occupation of the land by tenants was 
notice to the purchaser of any rights which they had 
in respect of the land or their tenancies, not only as 
against the tenants, but as against the vendor. In 
James v. Lichfield the late Master of the Rolls had 
to decide this very question between vendor and pur- 
chaser. Unguided by authority, and omitting to observe 
that the notice in such cases is not real notice, but that 
fiction which is known in equity as constructive notice, 
he held that notice was notice, and that a distinction 
between notice as against the tenant and notice as 
against the vendor would be arbitrary and technical. 
In what sense it would be technical does not appear; 
but it is at least not arbitrary to distinguish between an 
implication of notice made in favour of persons who are 
in no privity with the intending purchaser, who enter 
into no contract with him, and who have neither the 
duty, nor even the opportunity, of giving him actual 
notice, and a similar implication made in favour of a 
person who (as was the case there) agrees with him “ to 
deliver to you the said property as freehold, and to enter 
into a formal contract for carrying out the same.” The 
Master of the Rolls disposed of the purchaser by saying 
“the purchaser bound himself by contract,” but he 
forgot to add that the vendor bound himself by contract, 
and that an unqualified one; all the weight of the con- 
tract told, not against-the purchaser, but in his favour, 
What, therefore, was arbitrary, appears to us to be, not 
the distinction, but the rejection of the distinction; and 
we are glad to find that, since the decision in Phillips 
v. Miller (which, under the circumstances, we cannot 
regard as adding much weight to James v. Lichfield), the 
rule approved of in that case has been disapproved by the 
Lords Justices in the case of Caballero v. Henty (22 


W. R. 446). 





PROBATE. 
Execution or WILL. 
In the Goods of E. Wotton, Pr., 22 W. R. 352. 


Lord St. Leonards’ Act for curing informal signatures 
to wills (15 & 16 Vict. c. 24, s. 1) provided that a will 
should be valid if the signature of the testator were 
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placed “at, or after, or following, or under, or beside, or 
opposite to the end of the will,” that it shall be apparent 
on the face of the will that the testator intended to give 
effect by his signature to the writing signed as his will, 
and then, after enumerating a number of positions coming 
within this description in which the signature might be 
placed so as to be valid, added that “the enumeration of 
the above circumstances shall not restrict the generality 
of the above enactment, but no signature under the said 
Act (1 Vict. c. 26,s. 2) or this Act shall be operative to give 
effect to any disposition or direction which is underneath 
or which follows it, nor shall it give effect to any disposi- 
tion or direction inserted after the signature shall be 
made.” It appears from this that the signature must 
be somewhere at the end of the will, that the learned 
author of the Act by follow meant follow, and that he 
drew a distinction between a provision following the 
signature on the paper and being inserted after it in 
point of time. In the present case, however, the statute 
seems to be read otherwise. The first page of the will 
contained the appointment of executors and the attesta- 
tion clause with the signature of the testatrix, the rest 
of a printed form upon that page being struck out. 
The next two pages contained the body of the will, and 
the fourth page had only an indorsement. It was in 
evidence that the whole of the will was written before 
the attestation clause. The learned judge held that 
“ treating page 1 as the last sheet, as he should hold 
that the testatrix treated it,” the will was properly 
executed ; and the will was accordingly admitted to pro- 
bate. This seems a rather strong decision in favour of 
testamentary disposition. 








NOTES. 


HOME. 


In Ex parte Waters, before the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy 
on Monday, the creditors of two traders, who had filed a 
petition, resolved on the 8th October upon a liquidation, 
and appointed trustees, and on the 5th November they 
granted the debtors their discharge in respect of their 
partnership liabilities. The trustees employed the debtors 
as their servants at a weekly salary to realise the estate. In 
December the trustees discovered that Waters, one of 
the debtors, had employed a considerable sum which 
he had received on account of the partnership estate 
in paying some of his private creditors. An order was then 
made that he should pay this sum to the trustees, and, ashe 
failed to obey it, application was made in due form, under 
rules 178 and 179, to the judge of the county court for an order 
to commit him for contempt of court. The county court 
judge granted this order, and the Chief Judge held that it 
was properly made under section 19 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
inasmuch as the duties for which Waters was remunerated 
by the trustees were such as he would have been bound to 
fulfil without remuneration, and his order of discharge 
released him only from the debts provable in the liquida- 
tion, and not from the obligation to comply with the 
requirements of section 19. 


Yesterday the Lords Justices, in Ex parte Vaucx, applied 
the principle of the decision in Ex parte Watkins (21 W.R. 
530, L. R. 8 Ch. 520) to a slightly different state of circum- 
stances, In Ez parte Watkins it was held that the exist- 
ence of a notorious trade custom, that goods after sale 
shall remain in the possession of the vendor till they are 
required by the purchaser, excludes the application of the 
doctrine of reputed ownership in the event of the bank- 
ruptecy of the vendor before the goods are removed out of 
his ‘possession. In that case the goods (which were 
spirits) were at the commencement of the bankruptcy 
in the vendor’s own bonded warehouse ; in Ez parte Vaux 
the goods were lying in the bonded warehouse of a third 
party to the order of the vendor. The Lords Justices held 
that this distinction was of no importance, and that the case 
was governed by Ex parte Watkins, The Chief Judge and 
the judge of the Liverpool County Court had both decided 
that Ex parte Watkins did not apply, but that the vendor 





was the reputed owner of the goods, and that they passed to 
the trustee in the bankruptcy. 


There is, says a correspondent, probably no subject which, 
within legal memory, has furnished more matter for oral 
and written criticism, than what may with some aptitude 
be described as the stereotyped expression—“ The Law's 
Delays.” But just as under the operation of the Judicature 
Act, we shall relegate to the limbo of things past all the 
distinctions of Hilary, Easter, Trinity, and Michaelmas 
Terms, so “the Girdle round the Earth,” unaided by 
Parliament, bids fair to rid us of the repeated complaint of 
legal delay. It is but a few days since a learned counsel, 


interrupting the course of an argument before Vice-Chan. 
cellor Hall, and looking up at the clock, which told that the 
time was half-past eleven, asked his Honour’s permission to 
move ex parte for an injunction to restrain a threatened sale 
at Manchester at one ; and after hearing the facts, the court 
acceded to the application. 


FOREIGN. 
Unitep States. 
The Albany Law Journal gives the following account 
of a rather curious question which was decided in Jetallie 
Compression Casting Company v. Pittsburgh Railroad Com- 
pany (109 Mass. 277) :—In order to obtain the only available 
supply of water to throw upon a building on fire, it was 
necessary to lay a hose across a railroad. The water was 
applied from the hose to the fire, and had diminished and 
would probably have extinguished it, but the servants 
of the railway company ran a train over the hose, and 
severed it, and thereby cut off the water from the fire, which 
then consumed the building. The railway servants had 
notice about the hose, and might have stopped the train to 
permit the hose to be uncoupled. ‘The railway was crossed 
by another on a level, a few hundred feet before the place 
where the hose was severed ; and the train was not stopped 
before the crossing, as required by the Gen. Statutes, ch. 63, 
§ 93. The Supreme Court held, in an action brought by the 
owner of the building against the railway company, (1) that 
the violation of the statute did not affect the defendants’ 
liability ; (2) that the firemen had a right at common law 
to lay the hose across the railway ; (3) that it was immaterial 
that they were volunteers from another town ; (4) that it 
was immaterial that the plaintiff did not own the hose ; (5) 
that the severing of the hose was the proximate cause of the 
destruction of the building; and (6) that the defendants 
were liable for the negligence of their servants in severing 
the hose. 


A correspondent of the Canada Law Journal gives an 
account of a visit he recently paid to a court in Ohio, which 
he calls the Court of Common Pleas, but which he says 
corresponds to a county court in Canada. He vouches for 
the strict accuracy of his narrative. After describing the 
court room and the jurors, he says—‘ The case (it was the 
trial of a citizen for burglary) had been going on all the day 
before; counsel had already ‘made argument’ three dif- 
ferent times; the prisoner’s counsel was just winding up 
an address, the magnitude of which was obvious from the 
pile of manuscript in which it was transcribed, and to 
which constant reference was made, and it was stated that 
the State prosecutor and judge would follow at propor- 
tionate length. The long suffering of the jurors was, 
however, made intelligible when we were told they were 
professionals. In other words, that they made a basiness 
of serving on juries, and thereby earned a competent liveli- 
hood. It was also darkly hinted that a suitor had facili- 
ties for retaining a jury, as well asa counsel—and a judge. 
There was a judicial bench in the Court of Common Pleas, 
but at present it was unoccupied. An elderly gentleman 
was sitting on a cane-bottomed chair, facing the wrong 
way, and warming his back at the open fire. His chin was 
resting on the chair-back, and he was meditating pro- 
foundly. He occasionally rose, traversed the room, his 
hands in his pockets, and expectorated thoughtfully. This 
was the judge. The prisoner sat by his counsel at a small 
table in front of the jury. We looked in vain for a dock. 
They have more delicacy about those matters in the States. 
There was another gentleman at this counsel's table who 
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attracted observation. His chair was tilted back against 
a pillar ; his feet rested on the back of another chair before 
him. He was so placed that the judge was seated directly 
opposite bim, and was forced to contemplate the solesof his 
boots. This gentleman was dressed in the seediest apparel ; 
he picked his teeth with a pen-knife ; he expectorated con- 
tinuuusly ; he-was lean and sallow. We thought he might 
be a crier of the court, or a personal friend of the burglar. 
What was our surprise when, cn the defendant’s counsel 
drawing his tedious oration to a close, he lowered his teet 
from their elevation, brought his chair to the horizontal, 
and rose with the obvious intention of haranguing 
the jury. He was, in trath, the State prosecutor. 
He first took from the table a dirk, which, with other 
murderous articles, had been found upon the prisoner. 
He examined it deliberately, felt its edge, held it up for 
the jury to observe, and commenced his address with the 
calmness and self-possession of the practical speaker. 
The opening of his speech was almost word for word as 
follows :—‘ You have heard tell, gentlemen of the jury, of 
the Gordian knot. Alexander, gentlemen, Alexander the 
Great, wanted to untie that Gordian knot, but he could 
not doit, nohow. Sowhatdidhedo? He just whipped 
out his sword and cut that knot right square through. 
Now, gentlemen, we have a Gordian knot to untie, and a 
tough one too. But I won’t trouble you to untie it. I'll 
just slither it right clean through with this dagger. You 
have likely seen instruments of this sort before. They 
are only found on two classes of men—Texan Rangers and 
Italians; and when you find one of these on a man, you 
know he’s a rascal and a scoundrel, like this fellow here.” 
And so on. The writer was seized with a disposition 
to mirth which, he says, attracted the attention of 


the usher of the court, who was “ eating an apple with a 


pocket knife, which had evidently cut a good deal of 
tobacco,” and he thought it well to retire before he had 
compromised his character by laughing iu the face of 
justice. 








COURTS. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before the Hon. W. C. Sprina-Rice, sitting as Chief 
Judge.) 
June 6.—Re Irving. 

A debtor who had filed a petition for liquidation, and ob- 
tained an order of discharge thereunder, was sued in respect 
of a debt alleged to be provable under the liquidation. No 
injunction having been applied for, the plaintiff's proceeded to 


trial and obtained a verdict. The debtor did not plead his |! 


discharge. 

After verdict the debtor applied to the court for an injunc- 
tion to restrain further proceedings by the plaintiffs. 

Held, that the omission to plead the discharge was fatal, 
and that the application ought to be dismissed, 

This was an application on behalf of a debtor (a trader) 
for an injunction to restrain proceedings under a judg- 
ment obtained by Mary A. S. Gale and Alexander Robert 
Gale in an action brought for the wrongful dismissal of 
the latter. 

The action was commenced on the 25th October, 1873, 
and on tne 2lst November, 1873, the defendant pleaded 
“not guilty.” 

On the 22nd January, 1874, the defendant filed a peti- 
tion for liquidation by arrangement, under which, on the 
18th February, 1874, liquidation by arrangement was re- 
solved upon, and a trustee was appointed, and the creditors 
granted the debtor his discharge. On the 25th February 
registration was allowed. 

Ou the 21st March, 1874, notice of trial was given in 
the action, and no application for au injunction having 
been made, a verdict was on the 22nd April found for the 
plaintiffs, with an order for speedy execution. The pre- 
sent application followed. 

F. Knight, in support of the application —Under rule 
289 the plaintiffs, being creditors in respect of a provable 
debt, are absolutely restrained from proceeding further, 
and it was not necessary to obtain an injunction. The 
mere fact of the omission to plead the discharge cannot 
make any difference, for registration was conclusive. Seo- 
tion 12 provides that “ Where a debtor shall be adjudi- 





cated a bankrupt, no creditor, to whom the bankrupt is 
indebted in respect of any debt provable in the bankruptcy, 
shall have any remedy against the property or person of 
the bankrupt in respect of sach debt, except in manner 
directed by this Act:” Ex parte Hartel, Re Thorpe, 21 
W. R. 428, L. R. 8 Ch. 743; Ex parte Rufle, Re Dumme- 
low, 21 W. R. 932, L. R. 8 Ch. 997. 

Brough, and R. V. Williams, for the judgmert creditors. 
—The present application comes too late. Zz parte Mills, 
Re Manning, 19 W. R. 912, L. R. 6 Ch. 594, shows that an 
application for an injunction must be made with prompti- 
tude. The debtor had no right to stand by and allow other 
costs to be incurred. He had ample time to plead the 
discharge, and he was bound todoso. Todd v. Maxfield, 
6 Barn & Cr. 105. Section 49 (concluding clause), pro- 
vides that “an order of discharge shall be safficient 
evidence of the bankruptcy and of the validity of the 
proceedings thereon, and in any proceedings that may be 
instituted against a bankrupt who has obtained an order 
of discharge in respect of any debt from which he is 
released by such order, the bankrupt may plead that the 
cause of action occurred before his discharge, and may give 
this Act and the special matter in evidence.” 

Knight, in reply. 

Sprine Rice, Registrar, held that the omission to pleaa 
the discharge was fatal tothe application,and that although 
the judgment creditors could not levy an execution upon 
any of the property vested in the trustee by virtue of the 
resolution under the petition for liquidation, yet that the 
court ought not to interfere with the creditors in the 
exercise of any right they might seek to enforce against 
the debtor’s property not affected by the resolution. The 
application must therefore be refased. 

-Solicitor for the applicant, W. Beck. 

Solicitors for the respondents, F. O’Brien § Co. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Rocue, sitting as Chief Judge.) 


June 9.—Ex parte The Oriental Bank Corporation (Limited y, 


Re Baumann. 

B. T. & Co., merchants at Bombay, were in the habit of 
consigning cotton to England, their course of dealing being to 
draw bills on Messrs. B., a frm in London, which were accepted 
to a fixed limit against the consignments, and discounted with the 
Oriental Bank Corporation, the drawers depositing, as collateral 
security, the shipping documents of the goods consigned. Both 
drawers and acceptors having failed, the bank sold the goods and 
claimed to prove for the amount remaining due against the 
acceptors’ estate. The trustee admitted the claim, less the 
amount of merchant’s commission charged on the realisation 
of the goods. 

Upon appeal, 

Rela, that the estate of the acceptors was liable to the bank 
Sor the bare costs only of realisation, which, wader the 
circumstances, ought not to exceed the broker’s commission of 
one-half per cent, 

In this case the Oriental Bank Corporation, Limited, 
moved to set aside the decision of the trustee of the bank- 
rupts, by which he rejected the proof of the bank to the ex- 
tent of £260 Os. 4d. 

R. T. Reid, in support of the motion. 

Horace Davey and F. 0. Crump, for the trustee. 

The facts were shortly these.—The firm of Bomanjee, 
Touche & Co., merchants at Bombay, were in the habit of 
consigning cotton and other merchandise to England, and 
theircourse of business was to draw bills on Messrs. Baumann, 
a firm in London, which were accepted to a fixed limit 
against the consignments. These bills Messrs. Bomanjee, 
Touche & Co. discounted with the Oriental Bank Corpora- 
tion, depositing as collateral security theshippingd ts 
of the goods consigned. Up to the 3rd of February, 1873, 
the total amount of bills discounted was £12,164 5s. 10d. ; 
against this goods were sold to the extent of £9,351 3s. 5d., 
which was the net proceeds of the sales after charging one 
half per cent. broker’s commission, and two and a 
half per cent. merchant’s commission. This left 
a debt due to the bank of £2,813 2s. 5d. Shortly 
after the Srd of February, 1873, which was the 
date of the last bill drawn by Messrs. Bomanjee, Touche, 
& Co., and accepted by Messrs. Baumann, both drawers 
and acceptors failed. The bank then claimed to prove for 
the fall amount of £2,813 3s. 5d. against the estate 
of the acceptors, Messrs, Baumann. The trustee ad- 
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mitted the claim, with the exception of £260 Os. 4d., the 
amount of merchant’s commission charged on the realiza- 
tion of the goods. A portion of the goods, consisting of 
cotton, was consigned to Liverpool, and sold there by 
Messrs. Baring Bros., as agents of the Oriental Bank 
Corporation. Messrs. Baring retained, out of the pro- 
ceeds of sale, £171 7s., as merchants’ commission at two 
and a half per cent. The residue of the consignment 
was sold by the bank in London, and they charged two 
and a half per cent., amounting to £88 13s. The two 
items of commission composed the £260 rejected in the 
proof of the bank against the estate of Messrs. 
Baumann. Upon this state of facts it was contended 
by counsel for the bank that as the bankruptcy of 
Messrs. Baumann had compelled the bark to realise 
the goods, their estate was liable for the usual costs 
of realisation, and there was evidence before the court that 
two and a half per cent. merchant’s commission was custo- 
mary. On the other hand it was argued by counsel for the 
trustee that any claim by the bank to be entitled to earn 
commission out of the sale could not be sustained, they 
being in the position of mortgagees, and that the sale of 
cotton at Liverpool, being for cash, there was no necessity 
to employ de? credere agents, and that one-half per cent., 
the usual broker’s commission, was all that could be 
allowed. 

His Honour held that the estate of the acceptors was 
liable to the bank for the bare costs only of realisation, 
which, under the circumstances, ought not to exceed the 
broker’s commission of one-half per cent. As to the sale 
in London by the bank themselves, it was clear they were 
not entitled to earn commission out of the transaction. 
The application was accordingly dismissed. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
June 17.—Re Holmes. 

Affidavit by a debtor in support of application for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver, and for a restraining order, must not be 
sworn before the solicitor to the petition. 

2e Williams, i6 S. J. 265, followed. 
In this case a receiver had been appointed, and an injunc- 


tion granted to restrain proceedings against the debtor. 
T. Moss (solicitor) now asked that the injunction 
should be continued until the further order of the Court. 
Button (solicitor) objected, on the ground that the pro- 
ceedings were irregular, the affidavit in support of the 
application for the appointment of the receiver, and the 
interim injunction, haviog beea sworn before the debtor's 


solicitor. He cited Ke Williams, 16 S. J. 265. He also 
objected to the continuance of the injunction on other 
grounds. 

Moss, in reply.—The objection is quite a novel one. The 
circumstance that the affidavit is sworn before the debtor’s 
solicitor is really immaterial, and does not affect the merite. 
No injury has been done to any one. 

Murray, Registrar, said the present injunction must be 
dissolved. There was no doubt in the world as to the settled 
practice in this court as well asin the Court of Chancery 
and the Courts of Common Law, except in very exceptional 
cases. It was quite possible this court might make an order 
by inadvertence upon an affidavit sworn before the 
solicitor to the petition, but the objection being made he 
was bound to allow it. His Honour then referred to the 
merits of the case, and dissolved the injunction with costs. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Brovcuam, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
June 18.—Zte Darnell. 

A landlord sent his proof of debt to the solicitor having the 
conduct of liquidation proceedings, but did not vote at the first 
meeting of creditors, and there was no evidence that his proof 
had, in fact, been admitied. He afterwards distrained, 
aegind that he wasignorant of the effect of proving his 

t. 


Held, that the proof might be expunged ; the creditor to be 
restored to his original rights, and to be allowed to distrain on 
payment to the solicitor wnder the liquidation of the costs of the 
application to the cvurt, 

The debtor, J. M. Darnell, baving filed a petition for 
liquidation, the landlord of his premises, Charles Fardell, 
received through the post on the Sth inst. the usual statu- 
tory notice, requiring him, if he had any claim‘against the 
debtor, to forward proof, and he accordingly made an affi- 





davit, which he forwarded to the solicitor in the matter, to 
the effect that there would be £25 due to him for rent op 
the 24th June inst., and onor about the 9th of June he 
distrained for £20, being four quarters’ rent then due up to 
25th of March. Fardell proved his debt in total ignorangg 
that it would in the slightest degree prejudice his right to 
distrain. On the 11th inst. a motion was made, before 
Mr. Registrar Brougham, at Lincoln’s-inn-fields, to restrain 
Fardell from selling, and an injunction was granted until 
after this day. 

There was no evidence that the proof had in fact been 
admitted or that Mr. Fardell had voted at the meeting or 
taken any part in the proceedings. 

Harris (solicitor) now asked that the landlord should be 
restrained from taking any further proceedings under the 
distress. He contended that by proving his debt he had 
elected tc abandon his right of distress and to come in 
under the bankruptcy. 

Bremner, for the landlord, asked that as the proof had 
been forwarded to the solicitor through inadvertence the 
creditor might be restored to his original rights. He cited 
Ex parte Grove, 1 Atk. 105. 

Broucuam, Registrar, said the rule was well established 
in that Court that if a landlord proved his debt he lost his 
right of distress; but the question was whether the creditor 
in this case had so proved as to lose that right. It ap- 
peared that the landlord received the usual notice from 
the Court, which he filled up and forwarded by post to the 
debtor’s solicitor. There was no evidence that he voted 
at the meeting or took any part in the procesdings, and 
indeed there might be a question as to whether the proof 
was really admitted. In this state of things the Court had 
a discretion which might be exercised in favour of the land. 
lord by allowing him to withdraw his proof, but upon the 
condition that he paid allthe costs of and incident to the 
application. He must suffer the penalty of the informality, 

Solicitors for the landlord, C. R. Randall § Son. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
BRADFORD. 
(Before W. T. S. Dantex, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
June 19, 23.—Ex parte Buckley, re Bartrum, 

Where the proceedings under a liquidation, in which a 
composition has been accepted in satisfaction of the debts due 
to the creditors from the debtor, are at an end, and the debtor 
is entitled to have the property transferred to him, although 
such transfer has not been effected a court of bankruptcy has 
no jurisdiction to entertain an application with reference to 
sums due from third persons to the debtor's estate, 

This was an application in the name of Charles James 
Buckley. the trustee of the property of the debtor, andals 
(if the Court should think it necessary that the debto 
should join in such application) on behalf of the debtor, for 


an order that Oliver Whitehead and Samuel Rawnsley . 


should pay to Buckley, as such trustee, or to the debtor, 
the sum of £34 163. 10d., the balance of an account for 
goods sold and delivered by the debtor to them; and also 
the sum of £46 11s. 6d. as damages for the non-acceptance 
by Whitehead and Rawnsley of certain yarn, for the de. 
livery of which they had contracted with the debtor, and 
which he was ready and had offered to deliver; and also 
the sum of £13 3s. 6d. as damages for the negligence and 
improper using of certain bobbins and skeps of the debtor, 
in which certain yarn had been delivered and accepted 
under the contract ; and for returning them ina spoiled 
and damaged condition. 

Killick appeared in support of the motion. 

Watson opposed it. 

His Honour, after stating the termsofthe motion, said— 
To this application Mr. Watson raised a preliminary objec- 
tion to the power of the court to entertain the application, 
on the ground that before the date of the notice of motion 
the proceedings under the liquidation were at an end and 
the property re-vested in the debtor, and that consequently 
the proceedings for recovering any of the sums mentioned 
in the notice must be taken in a common law court of com- 
petent jurisdiction, and that this conrt, as a court of bank- 
ruptcy, had ceased to have any jurisdiction over tho re- 
spondents in the matter. His Honour proceeded to speak 
of the nature of the transactions which had given rise to 
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the dispute, and of the filing of the petition by Bartram, 
the debtor, and then said that from the facts he had stated 
red that all the purposes and objects for which, as 
ed the debtor, the creditors, and the trustee, the 
jarisdiction of that court was invoked by the debtor had 
been fully accomplished, and the continued exercise of any 
‘yrisdiction of that court for any purpose of the Bank- 
ruptey Act of 1869 was unnecessary. On the part of the 
debtor it was contended that the exercise of jurisdiction 
by the court with respect to the objects sought to 
he attained by the notice of motion was convenient 
reason of the simplicity, expedition, cheapness, 
and efficiency of the procedure, and there not 
having been any re-transfer of the property by the trustee 
to the debtor, the legal rights to the property remained 
in the trustee, and the debtor might use his name for the 
ose of recovering it; and Mr. Killick referred him 
(the judge) to a decision of that court in the same liquida- 
tion, Ex parte Buckley, re Bartrum (ante p. 87), in which, 
upon an objection being taken that the trustee had no 
right to sue for the purpose of recovering or protecting the 
property for the benefit of the debtor, he (the judge) held 
that he was entitled to do so, but that decision proceeded 
on the ground that the debtor, not having then complied 
with the conditions mentioned in the scheme, was not then 
entitled to a transfer of any of the property vested in the 
trustee, and consequently that the trustee still remained 
the legal owner of such property ; but, nevertheless, the 
debtor was in his opinion entitled to ask the trustee to 
take all such proceedings as might be necessary or proper 
for protecting the property against any claims set up by 
third parties, which would have the effect of preventing 
the debtor’s possession when and if he should become 
entitled to it. The ground of that decision did not exist 
here; the debtor had complied with all the conditions 
precedent and was now entitled to have all the property 
re-transferred to him, and the case was thus brought, as 
it appeared to him, within the principle of the cases of 
Ex parte Lyons, Re Lyons (20 W. R. 566, L. R. 7 Ch. 494) ; 
Ee parte Motion, Maule v. Davis (22 W. R. 225, L. R.9 
Ch. 172). He had become entitled to deal with his pro- 
perty as the absolute owner thereof, and maintain and 
assert his right and title thereto by all proper proceedings 
before the ordinary tribunals. He was freed from the 
jurisdiction of that court asa court of bankruptcy, and 
was not now, in his (the jadge’s) opinion, at liberty to 
draw third parties within its influence, because he con- 
ceived it was for his advantage to do so. It was then 
urged by Mr. Killick that as the subject of the present 
application was a chose in action, and as choses in action 
were, by the 15th section, sub-section 3, of the Bank- 
tupicy Act, aided by the interpretation clause, expressly 
vested in the trustee and were not by express enactment 
te-vested in the debtor, he was obliged to use the trustee’s 
name fer the purpose of recovering them. If that were 
80, it would not help the debtor’s contention that he could 
sue in the trustee’s name in bankruptey—it would only 
show that he might sue in the trustee’s name in the 
proper court, and would have the right to use his name 
upon the usual indemnity. But the 111th section of the 
Act provided for the transfer of the right to sue upon a 
chose in action, and the effect of that section was shown 
by the case of Kitson v. Hardwick (20 W. R. 88), where a 
debtor who had purchased book debts from the trustee 
under his liquidation was held entitled to bring an action 
in his own name for their recovery ; and Willes, J., in his 
judgment, observed that without this latter provision 
(111th section) he should have thought the right to sue 
would exist, for where the law allowed the assignment of 
& chose in action the power to bring an action in respect of 
ib necessarily followed. The motion, therefore, must be 
refused, with costs to be paid by Buckley, without preju- 
dice to his right to recover them over from the debtor. 





comer | to a correspondent of the New York Times, the 


records of the prosecuting attorneys of the different circuits 
of South Carolina show that one-third of all the minor 
officials of that State have been indicted for offences com- 
mitted during their term of office, while a much larger 
number are charged with crimes of various kinds committed 
Prior to their election or appointment. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 

June 26.— Wild Birds Protection Bill.—Earl Ds La Warr 
moved that the drder for going into committee on this Bill 
be discharged. This motion having been agreed to, the 
order was discharged, and the Bill withdrawn. 

Courts (Colonial) Jurisdiction Bill.—The Commons’ amend- 
ments to this Bill were agreed to. 

Juries (Ireland) Bill.—This Bill was read a second time. 

Militia Law Amendment Bill.—This Bill passed through 
committee. 

Married Women’s Property Act (1870) Amendment Bill.— 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 

June 29.—Juries (Ireland) Bill.—This Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

Militia Law Amendment Bill.—This Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

June 30.—Licensing Act Amendinent Bill.—This Bill was 
read a second time on the motion of Earl Beavcuamp. 

Board of Trade Arbitrations, Inquiries, &c., Bill.—This 
Bill as amended in committee was considered, and, on the 
motion of Lord Dunsany, the amendments were agrsed to. 

July 2.—Leases and Sales of Settled Estates Act Amend- 
ment Bill.—Lord CHELMsFoRD, in moving tke second 
reading of this Bill (ante p. 416), explained that the object 
of the measure was to remove restrictions in the way of 
very useful jurisdiction conferred 
on the Court of Chancery by the Act of 1856. That 
Act authorized the leasing and sale of settled 
estates by the Court of Chancery. Before the passing of 
that Act persons were obliged to come to Parliament for a 
private Act before they could dispose of settled estates. 
The drawback in the Act of 1856 was that it provided for 
the consent of all parties under the settlement. Without 
that the Court of Chancery had no power to either lease or 
sell, and the consequence had been very great inconvenience, 
resulting from persons with fragmentary interests factitiously 
opposing the action of the court. The noble lord moved the 
second reading.—The Marquis of Barn opposed the Bill, on 
the ground that it was an attack on the sanctity of settle- 
ment for the convenience of a very few persons. He moved 
as an amendment, that it be read a second time that day three 
months.—The Lorp CHANCELLOR said the Act of 1856 only 
conferred on the Court of Chancery jurisdiction to introduce 
a power which ought to be contained in every well drawn 
settlement—namely, the power of saleandexchange. ‘There 
was therefore no invasion of the sanctity of settlement. But 
what had happened under the Act of 1856? Every one 
having any interest under the settlement, whether that 
interest was large or small, distant or proximate, certain or 
doubtful, had the right to step in and prevent the action of 
the court. Accordingly, persons whose interests were minute 
and fragmentary, and to whom no injury could by possibility 
be done by the lease or sale, being armed with the power 
given them by that Act, had used it for the purpose of 

reventing the action of the court where it would have been 
Poneficial their object being to make bargains and extort 
money. He did not think the working of a useful Act of 
Parliament should be impeded in that way, and therefore he 
regarded the object of this Bill as a beneficial one. He 
would suggest, however, that a clause should be introduced 
to require the court not only to serve notice upon every one 
interested, but also to require of each of them a statement as 
to whether he assented or dissented, or whether he submitted 
his rights to the court. The clause should then go on to 
provide that the court, in considering whether it should act, 
should have regard to the number of assents and dissents re- 
spectively, and to the amount of the interests of those persons 
who did not consent—Lord Cuetasrorp had laid the Bill 
on their Lordships’ table in the same shape as that in which 
it had come up from the other House, but he partly con- 
curred with his noble and learned friend on the 
and would introduce the amendment his nodle and learn 
friend had suggested. The amendment having been with- 
drawn, the Bill was read a second time. 

Cruelty to Animals Law Amendment Bitl—The second 
reading of this Bill was moved by the Ean. of HARROWBY, 
but was opposed by Viscount Portmay, and the Bill was 
ultimately withdrawn. 


the exercise of a 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


June 26.—The Launceston Election.—On the motion for a 
new writ for the election of a representative for the 
borough of Launceston in the room of Colonel Deakin, 
whose election had been declared void, Mr. C. Lewis said 
that a punishment all but criminal in its effect had been 
inflicted upon a former member of that House under cir- 
cumstances which he believed to be altogether unexampled. 
From that sentence there was no appeal, and from its con- 
sequences the gentleman to whom he referred could not 
purge himself for seven years. Such a state of things 
must necessarily claim the very serious attention of every 
member of that House to the risk he would run if he ever 
again entered into an election contest; for, according to 
the learned judge, there was in the present case an absolute 
absence of corrupt intention. He thought that before the 
House was asked to assent to the continuation of the 
Election Petition Act, the present and other cases which 
had been reported to the House ought to receive the most 
anxious attention of hon. members. He hoped they would 
not place any subject of the Crown in the position of having 
an all but criminal sentence passed upon him by one person, 
against whose decision, even if it were founded on a misap- 
prehension of the law, there was no possibility of appeal. 
—Mr. Forsyr said he had given notice of a motion for 
that evening for the printing of the evidence and judgment 
in the case referred to, because he thought they onght to 
have before them the grounds on which the decision was 
based. He would suggest to the House the expediency of 
agreeing to a standing order, to the effect that in each case 
a printed copy of the judgment should be laid upon the 
table of the House in order that hon. members might know 
the perils which they would have to encounter. The 
motion was agreed to. 

Judicial Reform in Egypt.—Mr. BarLie Cocorane moved 
“‘ That the commerce of this country being so deeply in- 
terested in the uninterrupted navigation of the Suez Canal, 
it is desirable that her Majesty’s Government should at 
once give its adhesion to the proposed judicial reforms in 
Egypt suggested and approved of by the representatives 
of allthe European Powers, by which tribunals will be 
created for the better administration of justice in Egypt 
and the adjudication of differences which may arise be- 
tween British shipowners and the administrators of the 
Suez Canal Company.” —After some debate, Mr. Bourke, 
after describing the evils of the present judicial system 
in Egypt, said that the French Government had suggested 
& scheme which was accepted generally by her Majesty’s 

t. France, however, had raised some difficulty 
as to a question of detail relating to fraudulent bank- 
ruptcy. Her Majesty’s Government were now in com- 
munication with the Government of France, and were not 
without hope that those difficulties would be overcome.— 
The motion was ultimately withdrawn. 

Welsh County Court Judges.—Mr. O. Monrcan called 
attention to the disregard of a resolution of the House in 
regard to the appointment of persons able to speak and 
understand the Welsh language to be judges of county 
court districts. He said it was no answer to his demand 
that county court judges in Wales ought to be conversant 
wicu the Welsh language, to say that justice was adminis- 
tered in Wales by the superior judges of assize. There 
was no kind of analogy between the assize courts and the 
county courte in Wales. Inthe assize courts a case was 
managed by an attorney, who understood both the Welsh 
and the English languages. Moreover, the aid of an in- 
terpreter, if necessary, could be ca!led for ; and the case 
was heard by ajary who understood the Welsh and the 
Kinglish languages, “Under those circumstances the chance 
of a failure of justice was reduced to a minimum. But in 
many cases that came before a county cvurt the judge 
acted rather as arbitrator than as a judge. He was 
brought face to face with the parties themselves, and 
unless he understood the Welsh language, could it be 
expected that he should be able to administer justice ? 
= judge appointed “4 a cy justice in a district 

wae required to know thoroughly the language 
of that district. When the county pid were first 
established, about twenty-five years ago, Lord Lyndhurst 
required that every person whom he appointed judge of a 
county court in Wales should be conversant with the 





Welsh language. But, lately, a knowledge of the Welsh — 


language was not regarded as a sine qud non in the ap 
pointment to a judgeship of a Welsh county conrt, and 
Mr. Homersham Cox, a barrister, who had been a political 
writer, but who was ignorant of the Welsh language, wag 
appointed a county court judge in Wales. Such appoint, 
ments amounted in many cases to a denial of justice, 
Two years ago he brought before the House a motion on 
this question, and the then Home Secretary (Mr. Bruce) 
gave a general undertaking that in future appointments to 


Welsh county court judgeships regard should be had to. 


ability to speak the language of the country as well as to 
tne legal acquirements of the gentlemen selected. Singg 
that time several occasions had arisen on which a county 
court judge in mid-Wales who did not understand the 
Welsh language might have been transferred to an English 
district, and his place filled by the appointment of q 
lawyer who understood the language of the country, 
Notwithstanding this fact, no change had been made,— 
Mr, Morcan Ltoyp said it was a first principle in the ad. 
ministration of justice that litigants should have every 
facility for fully stating their cases to the tribunals which 
had to adjudicate upon them, and no one could say that 
this was possible where the judges had no knowledge of 
the language spoken by the people between whom they 
had to decide. The vast majority of the plaints in 
the Welsh county courts were for sums not exceeding 40s, 
or 503., and the plaintiff or the defendant conducted his 
own case. There were upwards of half a million men and 
women in Wales to whom English was.a foreign language, 
and who could only express their ideas in Welsh, 
—Mr. ScourFi£LD said that if the hon. and learned member 
for Denbighshire wished that where two men had equal 
qualifications in all other respects, and only one of them 
possessed a knowledge of Welsh, the latter should be pre- 
ferred for a judicial appointment in Wales, then he could 
agree with him; but if he meant, as one could not help 
suspecting he did, that the area of competition should be 
restricted to persons who could speak Welsh, then he 
thought the disadvantages of such an arrangement would 
more than counterbalance its advantages. During his own 
experience of more than a quarter of a century as achairman 
of quarter sessions, he had often had cases brought before 
him in which almost the whole of the evidence was given 
in Welsh, but he had not the slightest reason to think that 
there had been any failure of justice on that account, and he 
had never heard any complaint on the subject.—Sir 
EarpLey WriMor quite concurred in the opinion that when 
acompetent man who understood Welsh could be found it 
was desirable that he should be employed; but in the 
absence of that competency he thought it was desirable that 
the best selection possible should be made from among the 
members of the bar.—Mr, Ricuarp said that if a competent 
lawyer who knew Welsh could not be found for a judgeship, 
it would be necessary to appoint some one else ; but where 
other qualifications were equal a knowledge of the language 
ought to decide the choice.—Sir W. Wynn supported the 
motion.—Mr. Wynn testified from his own experience that 
the aid of an interpreter was far from adequate as a means 
of enabling a county court judge in Wales who did not 
know Welsh to discharge the duties of his office. The 
business of the court was much of the nature of petty ses- 
sions business, for it often happened that no attorney ap- 

red in a case, and considerable skill on the part of the 
judge was required in order to extract the real grievance on 
the one side or the defence on the other. —Mr. Cross said it 
could not be denied that it was a great advantage to have @ 
judge conversant with the language of the people who came 
before him. The more important trials before the higher 
judges of the land would probably, with the aid of sworn 
interpreters, go on very ‘well, although the judges did not 
know the language; but in smaller cases, where it was- 
necessary for the judge himself to sift the evidence of con- 
tending parties who had not previously been examined, the 
matter was very different. The matter might safely be left 
in the hands of the Lord Chancellor, whose duty it would be 
to see that the appr appointed was thoroughly fit for the 
particular work; and no doubt the special qualification 
which was desirable in a man sent as judge to a peculiarly 
Welsh part of Wales would always be borne in mind, After 
a few words from Mr, Wuacuuy, Mr, Huseny Vivian, and 
Mr. Ho1wanp in support of the proposal for the appoint- 
ment of Welsh-speaking judges, the subject dropped. 
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Courts (Straits Settlment) Bill.—This Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

June 29.— Valuation of Property Bill.—The House having 

e into committee on this Bill, on clause 3, after an 
amendment proposed by Sir G. Jenkinson to extend the 
measure to Crown property, and an amendment to cut out 
from the Bill all mention of woods and game had been with- 
drawn, Mr. Sctater-Bootu proposed the omission of the 
words, “‘or for both such purposes ”’ at the end of sub-section 
1 of clause 3, the effect of which amendment would be to 
exempt from rating any land used for a plantation ora wood, 
and for the growth of saleab'e underwood. The amendment 
was agreed to, and the clause was ultimately agreed to. 

Clause 4 was agreed to after amendments had been pro- 
posed and rejected or withdrawn. 

Clause 5 was agreed to with a verbal amendment. 

On clause 6, Mr. Scuater-Booru moved that after the 
word ‘estimated ”’ there should be inserted the words “‘ but 
not otherwise,” the cbject of the amendment being to pre- 
vent a fancy valuation being placed upon sporting ground. 
The amendment was agreed to.— Mr. Pett moved the omis- 
sion of the words “ subject to any contract to the contrary,” 
which were inserted parenthetically in the part of the clause 
which gave a right to the tenant of the land to deduct from 
his rent such portion of any poor or other local rate as was 
paid by him in respect of any increase in the assessment by 
reason of the right of sporting not being severed from the 
occupation of the land. After some conversation, Mr. 
ScLaTER-Boortu said he had no objection to the words being 
omitted, and to insert instead ‘‘ unless he has specifically 
contracted to pay such rate.”” The clause, as amended, was 


On clause 7 (gross and rateable value of tin and copper 
mines), Colonel Cornert proposed after “ tin’’ to insert 
“lead.” The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as 
amended, was ordered to stand part of the Bill. 

Clauses 8 to 15 (the last) were agreed to. 

After several proposed clauses had been negatived or with- 
drawn, the Bill was reported. 

Factories (Health of Women, §c.) Bill.—On the motion of 
Mr. Cross, this Bill was read a third time. 

Friendly Societies Bill.—Tie CuHancettor of the Ex- 
CHEQUER moved that the House do go into committee in order 
that the Bill be reprinted. It was not intended to proceed 
further with it during the present session. The House then 
went into committee pro formd, and the Bill was ordered to 
be reprinted. 

Statute Law Revision Bill—This Bill was read a second 

e. 


June 30.—Chancery Funds.—Mr. Gotpney (in theabsence 
ofMr. Grecory) asked the Financial Secretary tothe Treasury 
whether his attention had been called to the loss sustained 
— entitled to the benefit of small sums in the Court 

Chancery by the operation of the Chancery Funds Act 
and the orders made under the same, and when any new 
orders would be laid upon the table of the House.—Mr. W. 
H. Saurn said that all objections to the new rules issued in 
1873 had been carefully considered, and a draught set of 
amended and consolidated rules had been prepared and 
approved by the Lord Chancellor. They were at present 
under the consideration of the Treasury, and there was every 
reason to hope they would be issued shortly, and would go 
far to meet the difficulty referred to by the hon. member. 

Civil Bill Courts (Ireland) Bill, —This Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 


July 1.--Elementary Education (Compulsory Attendance) 
Bill,—Mr. Dixon, in moving the second reading of this 
Bill, said it proposed that the formation of School Boards 
should be compulsory ; and that it should become obliga- 
tory on School Boards to enforce school attendance. It did 
not propose to repeal clause 25, or to touch in any manner 
any of the religious difficulties which surrounded the edu- 
cation question, and it did not propose to give the School 

power to deal with voluntary schools or to give 
them more power than they now possessed of facilitating 
the transfor of voluntary schools or of erecting new Board 
Schools.—Mr. Biriky moved the rejection of the Bill.—Mr, 
Forster said be should vote for the second reading, but 
Lord Sanpon on the part of the Government opposed it, 
4nd on a division the BiIl was rejeoted by 320 to 156. 
Coroners’ (Ireland) Bili—This Bill waa read a second 
@, 





Labourers and Artisans’ Dwellings Bill.—Sir P. BurReth 
moved that the Bill be read a second time.—The Cuan- 
CELLOR of the ExcHEQUER moved that the Bill be read a 
second time that day three months. The amendment was 
agreed to. 

July 2.—The Customs (Isle of Man) Bil!,—This Bill was 
read a second time. 

Revising Barristers (Payment) Bill.—This Bill was read a 
second time. 

Statute Law Revision.—This Bill passed through Com- 
mittee. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Connor, LL.B., one of the puisne judges of 
the Supreme Court of the Colony of Natal, has been ap- - 
pointed Chief Justice of that Court. The salary of the 
office is £900 per annum. 











SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LEGAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION. 

At a meeting of the executive committee of the associa- 
tion, held at No. 4, St. Martin’s-place, on Friday, the 26th 
of June, 1874— 

The draft of the report, to be submitted to the association 
at a general meeting to be held in the Middle Temple Hall, 
at half-past four o’clock on Wednesday, the Sth of July, 
was considered and revised, and as revised, was approved. 

The consent of Lord Selborne to preside at the genera? 
meeting was announced. 

The honorary secretaries were instructed to make the 
necessary arrangements for the general meeting, at which it 
was resolved that the following resolutions.should be pro- 
posed. 

1. The adoption of the report. 

2. The election of Lord Selborne, as president of the 
association, the re-election of Mr. Justice Quain, as Chairman 
of the executive committee, and the re-election of the other 
officers of the association. 

3. A vote of thanks to the benchers of the Middle Temple 
for their kindness in allowing the general meeting to be 
held in the Middle Temple Hall. 

The treasurer (Mr. Clabon) handed in a balance sheet 
shewing a balance in hand of £329 14s. 11d. 

Mr. Thomas Horton, of Birmingham, was elected a 
member of the executive committee-of the association. 

RaLru PALMER, [ 

ARTHUR T. WILLIAMS, a 
Wituram A. JEvoNs, Hon. Secs. 
Joun V. LONGBOURNE, 

51, Carey-street, 27th June, 1874. 

N.B.—All persons desirous of promoting the objects of 
the association are invited to attend the general meeting in 
the Middle Temple Hall, at half-past four o'clock op 
Wednesday, the 8th of July. 


The following is the report of the executive committee 
referred to above :— 

When a deputation from this association waited upon 
Lord Selborne (then ‘ord Chancellor) on the 12th 
December last, he informed them ‘that he did not intend 
to allow more time to pass without reducing into proper 
form a draft Bill, which might be fit to be submitted, before 
the meeting of Parliament, to the then Government for 
their consideration.” He added that in this draft Bill he 
proposed not only to deal with the scheme of a general 
school of law, for the promotion of which this association 
was originally formed, but to endeavour at the same time 
to deal with the constitution and government of the Tuns 
of Court. 

The course of events rendered it impossible that Lord 
Selborne should carry out the intention he thus expressed, 
but all who take an interest in the movement in favour of 
& proper system of legal teaching will be glad to hear that 
he still proposes to introduce this session, as a private 
member of the House of Lords, a Bill based upon the prin- 
ciples which he indicated in the reply to our deputation, 

A draft embracing some of the details of the proposed 
Bill was some time since forwarded by Lord Selborne to 
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the executive committee, and was by them referred to a 
sub-committee. Having carefully considered its pro- 
visions, the sub-committee embodied their suggestions 
upon it in areport which has been adopted and forwarded 
to Lord Selborne. 

The elevation of Baron Amphlett to the bench has 
been followed by his resignation of the office of president 
of the association; the committee are glad to be able to 
add, however, that he still remains a member of their 
body, and they trust that in this capacity they may 
continue to receive from him the benefit of the valuable 
counsel and assistance which he has so freely and kindly 
given during the past year. 

The committee feel sure that the association will 
gratefully acknowledge the favour which their first 
president, Lord Selborne, has conferred upon the associa- 
tion by intimating that he is prepared to resume the 
office which Baron Amphlett resigns. 

As soon as it was understood that a definite scheme 
would probably be brought before Parliament, the 
finance committee was directed to take such steps as 
they might think expedient for obtaining donations in 
aid of the funds of the association, for the purpose of 
meeting the extra expenses of holding meetings, printing, 
and making appeals to public opinion, which must be 
incurred if the Bill is to be properly supported. In 
accordance with this direction a circular was issued, 
which at once brought a large addition to the resources 
of the association. 


During the last five years the association has succeeded 
in creating a strong and almost unanimous public opinion 
in favour of a broad and comprehensive scheme for teaching 
law. Fortunately for the movement, it has from the outset 
been wholly removed from the sphere of party politics ; it 
has received the countenance and support of leading lawyers 
and statesmen of all shades of political opinion. The 
societies of the Inns of Court have begun to realise the 
necessity for change; and the most cautious members of 
their respective governing bodies are only hesitating as to 
the extent and nature of the changes which should be made. 

The committee would therefore strongly urge upon the 
members of the association the necessity for making it clear 
at the present time that there is an almost unanimous 
feeling amongst the members of both branches of the pro- 
fession, as well as in the public mind, in favour of the for- 
mation of one general school of law, which shall be open, 
without any restriction or qualification, to all her Majesty’s 
subjects, and which shall fairly represent all existing insti- 
tutions and all existing interests. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The following circular hs been issued :-— 

I am directed to inform you that the annual general 
meeting of the members of the society will be held in the 
hall of the society, in Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 24th 
of July next, at two o'clock precisely in the afternoon, for 
the election of a president and vice-president of the society ; 
of ten members of the council, in lien of ten members who 
will go out of office in rotation; of one member of the 
council, in the place of Mr. John Henry Bolton, deceased ; 
of three auditors ; and for other purposes of the society. 

The following are the names of the members who will go 
out of office in rotation, and who offer themselves for re- 
election :—Edward Frederick Burton, John Moxon Clabon, 
John Hollams, Frederick Halsey Janson, Charles Edward 
Jones, Nathaniel Tertius Lawrence, Frederick Ouvry, 
Thomas Paine, William Benjamin Paterson, Henry Thomas 
Young. 

The name of every person intended to be proposed as 
president or vice-president, or a8 a member of the council, 
or aan auditor, must be transmitted, in writing, to the 
secretary, twenty days at least before the day of the 
mecting. 

A print of the account of the receipts and disbursements 
of the society for the year 1873, and of ite assets and 
liabilities, signed by the auditors, is annexed.—I am, Sir, 
your obedient servant, 


EK. W. Witttamson, Secretary. 
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PRESTON LAW SOCIETY. 
LAND TITLEs AND TRANSFER BILL. 
The following circular has been issued :— 


9, Lune-street, Preston, June 25, 1874, 

Dear Sir,—As this Bill now stands for sucond reading, 
it is of the utmost importance that speedy and energetic 
efforts be made to get the Bill amended, so that registra. 
tion of titles should not be made compalsory. To this end 
I enclose you copy ofa petition, which has been signed by 
the members of the legal profession in this town, and for- 
warded to one of the local members for presentation. It 
is intended to induce several members of Parliament to 
support our views, and to oppose the compulsory clauses 
of the Bill. May I beg of you to get one or more petitions 
of a similar purport to the enclosed written on paper and 
signed by the trustees and secretaries of the building clubs 
with which you are connected, and forwarded to your local 
members for presentation to the House of Commons.—I 
am, dear Sir, yours truly, Witt. Banks, Hon. Sec. 
“Tothe Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

‘*The humble petition of the undersigned, being the 
trustees and other officers connected with the Shepton 
Mallet Permanent Benefit Building Society, showeth: 
That a Billis now before your honourable House, entitled 
‘An Act to Simplify the Title to and the Transfer of 
Land.’ That your petitioners are extensively concerned in 
the sale and transfer of land and buildings. That under 
the present system property is transferred (except in a few 
rarely occurring instances) with expedition and at a trifling 
cost. That in the majority of cases, as your petitioners 
consider, the Bill, if passed in its present form, would 
seriously add to the delay and very much increase the ex- 
pense attending the transfer of property, besides creating 
many difficulties and impediments, without furnishing in 
return any corresponding benefit, or, indeed, any apprecia- 
ble improvement whatever. That the Bill, if passed into 
law, would prove highly injurious and often almost 
ruinous to the owners of small properties of from £300 
to £1,000 value, should registration be made compulsory, 
That keeping out of view the expense of maintaining an 
official staff, there would be no objection to the passing 
of the Bill, provided section 27 should be expunged, 
whereby registration would be optional and its usefulness 
fairly tested, as the public wonld undoubtedly take 
advantage of its provisions if found beneficial, without the 
necessity of resorting to compulsory enactment. On the 
other hand, if found objectionable or of no advantage, it 
would be hard to burden property with formalities produc- 
ing evil instead of good. 

“Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that regis- 
tration under the Bill may not be made compulsory until 
it has been proved by the test of experience that the 
transfer of property under the system prescribed by the 
Bill can be conducted with more expedition and economy 
than under the existing system.”’ 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

At the usual fortnightly meeting of this society, held on 
Tuesday evening last, Mr. G. W. Hickman, solicitor, in 
the chair, the following question was discussed :—“ A 
contract is entered into for the supply and erection of 
machinery at a fixed price, payable on the completion of 
the contract. After part has been supplied and erected a 
fire occurs, destroying the machinery, but no blame is im- 
putable to either of the parties to the contract. Can the 
contractor recover anything?” ‘The speakers in the 
affirmative were Messrs. F', W. Lowe, and Hadley; in the 
negative, Messrs. Canning, Garland, W. H. Warlow, and 
Heath (Walsall). The voting was largely in favour of the 
latter view. 

LAW ASSOCIATION. 

At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society on ae semne last, 
the following being present—viz., Mr. Steward (Ohai Sao 
and Messrs, Burges, oo pom Drew, Hedger, Lovel 
Masterman, Nisbet, Sawtell, Styan, and Boodle ( 
grants amounting to £40 were made to the families of five 
non-members, and the ordinary business was t 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of the society, held at the Law Institution on 
Tuesday evening last, the following question formed the 
subject of the debate:—No. cexxxi., Jurisprudential. 
“Ought the Lord Chancellor's Land Titles and Transfer 
Bill to become law?’’ ‘The debate was opened by Mr. 
Munton, and the question was decided in the affirmative 
by a majority of one. On Tuesday evening next is the 
annual meeting. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


UNITED STATES. 
Supreme Court oF VERMONT. 
Gibbs v. Benjamin, 


When anything remains to be done by either or both the 
parties to a contract of sale, before delivery, the title does not 


Psp inflexible is this rule that when the property has been 
delivered, if anything remains to be done by the terms of the 
contract before the sale is complete, the title to the property 
still remains in the vendor. The contract must be executed 
to effect a complete sale. 

Lhe mere delivery of goods to the vendee is not sufficient to 
take a case out of the Statute of Frauds ; he must accept and 
receive them, ; 

This was an action of book account. The facts appear in 
the judgment. 

#. C. Abell, for the plaintiff. 

Joseph Potter and Edgerton § Nicholson, for the defen- 
dant. 

The opinion of the court was delivered by 

RepFiELp, J.—This action is book account to recover the 
price of cord-wood, alleged by the plaintiff to have been 
sold the defendant in April 1869. Most of the wood was 

iled on the margin of Lake Champlain, on plaintiff’s farm 
in Beneon, in this State. Two small parcels of the wood 
were on the opposite shore of the lake. About a week after 
the negotiation (which plaintiff claims was a sale), the wood 
was carried away by the flood of the lake and lost. 

The report of the auditor gives a minute detail of every 
incident of the negotiation, and submits them to the court to 
interpret their legal effect. 

The parties met at the instance of the plaintiff, and in- 
spected the wood ; after some discussion it was agreed that 
defendant should purchase the wood at 3dols. 50 cents per 
cord, the defendant insisting that a portion of it was less 
than four feet in length, and some abatement should be 
made for such deficiency, to which the plaintiff did not 
assent. 

It was a part of the agreement that the parties should 
meet and measure the wood, and accordingly, on the same 
19th day of April, 1869, they proceeded to measure the 
several piles of wood, each taking memoranda of the mea- 
surement as it proceeded. The defendant measured the 
lngth,and still claimed some abatement therefor. The 
plaintiff insisted that by the terms of the agreement the 
‘wood was to be assumed to be four feet in length. “As it 
was getting dark when the measurement was completed, the 
parties went home, each with the figures for having a com- 
putation of the quantity of wood made therefrom ;” and both 
parties expressed their inability to make the computation at 
the time. On the 21st of April, the defendant, with his son, 


‘went to the plaintiff's house, to see if they could agree about 


the quantity of wood that had been measured. ‘The plaintiff 
had computed the quantity of wood at 204 cords and some 
feet, “but, by mistake, had omitted one pile containing 
some 60 cords.” The defendant informed the plaintiff that 
he made tho quantity 246 cords, after abating five inches 
for deficiency in the length of some portion of it; and pro- 
posed to the plaintiff that he would take the wood at 246 
cords as he made it, or at 204 cords as computed by the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff replied that he might have it at 204 
cords, and defendant agreed to take it, After defendant 
left, the plaintiff discovered the mistake, and immediately 
notified the defendant that he could not have the wood at 
204 cords, The defendant sent back word that he would 


again meet the plaintiff, and did #0, in the afternoon of the 
same day. Plaintiff declined to lot defendant have the wood 
at 204 cords, but consented to throw off five inches in length 








from two piles. 
at 204 cords. 

The auditor has stated many other incidents ; but this is 
a substantial statement of the facts, as detailed by the 
auditor. It is not claime’ that the two piles of wood across 
the Jake were delivered to the defendant either actually or 
constructively, so the controversy is confined to the wood 
situated on the plaintiff’s farm in Benson. 

1. The defendant agreed to purchase all the wood piled on 
the plaintiff's farm on the margin of the lake, at 3 dols. 
50 cents per cord, and if this comprised the whole case, it 
would be, in the language of Lord Brougham in the case of 

Logan v. Lemesurier, 6 Moo. P. C. 116, ‘Selling an 
ascertained chattel for an ascertainable sum;” and 
by the rule of law applied to the sale of ponderous 
and bulky articles, such as wood, logs, cecal, and the 
like, would effectually pass the property to the vendee: 
Hutchins v. Gilchrist, 23 Vt. 88 ; Sanborn v. Kittridge, 20 Id. 
639 ; Birge et al v. Edgerton, 28 Vt. 291. But this case has 
other elements, which impress upon it quite a different char- 
acter. It was part of the contract that the parties should 
measure the wood and ascertain the quantity. They met for 
that purpose and disagreed ; and that disagreement was as 
to the substance of the contract. The plaintiff insisted that 
it was agreed, and part of the contract, that defendant should 
take the wood at “ running measure ;” thedefendant claimed 
that he purchased solid cords; and that issue grew into con- 
troversy but was never settled. The report does not state 
when the price was to be paid ; but, in the absence of any 
special agreement, it is to be assumed that it was to be paid 
on delivery. 

The principle is well settled, and uniform in all the cases, 
that when anything remainsto be done, by either or both 
parties precedent to the delivery, the title does not pass. 
And so inflexible is the rule that, when the property has 
been delivered, if anything remains to be done by the 
terms of the contract, before the sule is complete, the 
property still remains in the vendor: Parker v. Mitchell, 5 
N. H. 165; Ward v. Shaw, 7 Wend. 404. The contract 
must be executed to effect a complete sale, “and nothing 
further to be done to ascertain the quantity, quality, or 
value of the property.” Bennett, J , in Hutchins v. Gilchrist, 
supra, ‘ The general rule in relation to the sale of personal 
property, is that if anything remains to be done by the 
seller before delivery, no property passes to the vendee even 
as between the parties.” Poland, J., in Hale v. Huntly e 
al., 21 Vt. 147 ; Chit. Con. 396. This rule of law applied 
to the facts, as reported in this case, retains the property in 
the wood in the plaintiff, and leaves the contract executory, 
and, as a sale, incomplete. The case of Simmons v. Swift, 
5 B. & C. 857, is much like this, but much stronger in its 
facts. It was an action for the price of a stock of bark sold 
at 92 dols. 55 cents. per ton; after the sale it was agreed 
between the parties, that the bark should be weighed by two 
persons, each party to name one; part of the bark was 
weighed and delivered ; the residue was much injured by a 
flood before it was delivered, and for that reason the buyer 
refused to take it. The Court held that the bark was to be 
weighed before delivery to ascertain the price, and as that 
act had not been done, the property remained in the seller, 
and that he must bear the loss. 

This was not a case where a portion was sold to be 
measured or weighed from the bulk, which would have no 
identity until severed and set apart, but the whole stock was 
sold and a portion weighed and delivered. The subject of 
the sale was “ascertained,” and the price “ ascertainable,” 
yet the weighing was a thing to be done before the property 
passed to the purchaser. 

In case of the insolvency of the defendant it could 
hardly be claimed that the wood became part of his assets, 
or if attached by his crejitor, such creditor could hardly 
show a colour of right as against the plaintiff. 

The plaintiff's counsel seem much to rely on the case of 
Gilmore vy. Supple, 11 Moo. P. C. 561. In that case the 
plaintiff sold a raft of lumber for a fixed price per foot, with 
specification of the measurement of each log, made by a 

ublic officer appointed for that purpose under the law of 
Eanada, amounting in the aggregate to 71,443 feet, “ to de 
delivered at Indian Cove booms.” The seller conveyed the 
raft to the place of delivery, made it fast to the booms, and 
notified the servant of the purchaser of the delivery, who 
took possession of the same, The judge charged the jury 

that“ if there was an actual delivery at the place, into the 
possession of defendant's servants, the plaintiff was entitled 


Defendant refused to take the wood except 
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to recover.” The jury found for the plaintiff. Mr. Justice 
Cresswell, in delivering the judgment, reviews, approvingly, 
the English cases of Hanson v. Meyer, 6 East, 614 ; Rugg v. 
Minett, 11 1d.210; and Wallace v. Breeds, 13 Id .522; and Sim- 
mons.v. Swift (ubi sup.), and says—‘‘ If it appears that the 
seller is to do something to the goods sold on his own behalf, or 
ifan act remains to be done by, or on behalf of, both parties, 
before the goods are delivered, the property is not changed.” 
The learned judge then proceeds to show that the rule of 
law, well established by these cases, had no application to 
that case, and in conclusion says—*“ There was, therefore, 
nothing to be done by the seller on his own behalf; he had 
ascertained the whole price of the raft by measurement 
previously made; he had conveyed the raft to Indian Cove, 
and, according to the finding of the jury, had delivered it 
there. Nor was there anything further to be done in which 
both were to concur, as in Simmons v. Swift.” The plaintiff 
recovered because the sale was completed by delivery, and 
nothing further remained to be done. 

2. We think this case within the Statute of Frauds. 
Our statute is a substantial re-enactment of the 29 Car. 2, 
and has received the same construction given to the English 
statute. 

Spencer v. Hale, 30 Vt. 314, was a book action for the 
ome of a quantity of fence-posts, inspected and purchased 

y defendant, to be delivered on the cars at Shaftsbury. 
The plaintiff delivered the posts on the cars furnished by 
defendant, at Shaftsbury, and they were conveyed to de- 
fendant’s residence in New York. The defendant claimed 
that he never “‘ accepted” them. The case turned upon the 
effect of the Statute of Frauds. Chief Justice Redfield 
delivered the opinion of the Court, holding that the recep- 
tion of the posts un board the cars, furnished by the pur- 
chaser, and the forwarding of them by the station-man, who, 
for the purpose, was his agent, was an acceptance ; and in de- 
fining the rule for compliance with the Statute of Frauds, 
says—‘‘It is undoubtedly true tbat the defendant, at the 
time and place, had a right to repudiate the posts after de- 
livery. In other words, in order to perfect the case, under 
the Statute of Frauds, something more is necessary than a 
mere delivery of the goods. In the language of the 
statute, the purchaser must ‘ accept and receive part of 
the goods.’’’ Authorities might readily be multiplied 
affirming the rule in substantially the same language, but we 
recur to it as of acknowledged authority in our own 
courts. If we could hold, in this case, considering the 
nature of the property sold, that there was no construc- 
tive delivery, yet, under the Statute of Frauds, ‘ the purchaser 
had the right, at the time and place, to repudiate the wood 
after delivery.”” And the auditor finds distinctly that the 
defendant, while the measurement was being done (one act 
provided for by the contract of sale), refused to take the 
wood, upon the terms and conditions prescribed by the 
ase and the plaintiff as distinctly refused to let him 

ve the wood upon the terms exacted by the defendant. 
It is not important which party was in the wrorg. It is 
enough that the purchaser refused to “accept” the wood, 
to render the sale invalid under the Statute of Frauds 

The judgment, therefore, of the County Court is reversea’ 
and judgment on the report for defendant to recover his’ 
costs. 


Judge Redfield, in the American Law Register, from which 
we take the above report adds the following comments :— 
The foregoing decision seems to us most unquestionable 
upon both points, and the law is so fully discussed and so 
clearly presented, that we can scarcely hope to add much for 
ite elucidation. Upon the first point the Court do not in- 
tena toimply that a deliv: ry, in all cases, on the sale of 
goods is essential to pass the title ; but only that in general, 
aod where there is no contract to the contrary, the delivery 
and the passing of the title are concurrent acts. A sale of 
aes as between the parties, may be complete without 

livery, % as to enable the vendor to maintain an action 
for goods bargained and sold, Ineach cases the vendor may 
have a lien upon the goods for the price, and at the same 
time maintain an action for ite recovery. And the vendee 
may also, upon tender of the price and demand of the goods, 
maintain an action for them: Bowdell v. Parsons, 10 East, 
259 ; or even without formal demand, where the vendor has 
put it out of his power to make the delivery : Bach v. Owen, 
5TH, 409, But in all cases of sale the title will remain in 


the vendor until the contract is fully executed on his part, and 
he consent to have the tithe pass: Tansley v. Turner, 2 Bing 
And it was here considered uo objection against 


N.C. 151. 





treating the sale as perfected, that the seller, having made 
his measurement of the separate portions of the goods, hag 
not fully computed the gross amount. And where the partiag 
agree that the title shall pass to the vendee and a formal 
change of possession is effected before the goods are measured 
or weighed, the fact that this is agreed to be done thereafter 
will not preclude the passing of the title: Olyphant v. Baker, 
5 Denio, 379. And in Riddle v. Varnum, 20 Pick. 280, the 
same rule is recognised. Dewey, J., said—‘ Such a cage 
presents a question of the intention of the parties tothe con. 
tract.” But unless it distinctly appear that it was the in. 
tention of the parties to treat the sale as complete before the 
ascertainment of the quantity, this will be regarded as a 
coudition precedent tothe passing of the title: Simmons v, 
Swift, 5 B. & C.857. The cases are uniform and very nu- 
merous in support of this general proposition. : 

The other point in the case is one of more nicety, and in 
regard to which the language of different writers and jud 
isless harmonious. The doubt seems to be whether the 
Statute of Frauds really requires anythiug more by “accept 
and receive part of the goods,” than a formal delivery, 
Most of the cases seem to imply that something more is re 
quired. And still a delivery, without remonstrance or pro- 
test, seems toimply anacceptance and receipt onthe part of the 
deliveree. Delivery is more thana tender, which isan offer ifthe 
party will accept. The acceptance converts the tender into 
a delivery or payment. And still the acceptance in case of 
delivery may be merely passive, as where delivery of goods 
to a carrier is made at his station or warehouse. But 
acceptance under this clause in the Statute of Frauds aust 
be active and distinct ; such as will preclude the vendee 
from objecting to the goods thereafter unless he accept 
under protest, which he may do. But at all events, his 
acceptance must be such as to preclude the vendee from 
claiming that the sale has not been fully executed by the 
parties. Hence it has been held that shipping the goods on 
board a vessel selected by the vendee, and signing a bill of 
lading by the master, will not satisfy the Statute of Frauds: 
Meredith v. Meigh, 2 Ell. & Bl. 364; Norman v. Phillips, 
4M. & W. 277; Shepherd v. Pressey, 32 N. H. 55. But 
the vendee, if the goods are forwarded by common carrier, is 
not at liberty to repudiate them at an indefinite time 
thereafter, but must do it at once: Bushel v. Wheeler, 15 
Q. B. 442. 








LEGAL ITEMS. 


Mr. Dingley, solicitor, of Launceston, was one of the 
candidates for that borough. 


A meeting of the judges to consider the new rules under 
the Judicature Act was held on Wednesday last. 


Mr. George Gordon Morris, of the Bengal Civil Serv'ce, 
has been appointed a judge of the High Court of Judicature 
at Fort William, in Bengal. 

Mr. S. 8. Dickenson, late member for Stroud, who has 
has been for several years chairman of the second court, has 
been elected chairman of the Gloucestershire quarter sessions. 


At a recent meeting of the Exeter town council a 
memorial to the Judicature Commissioners against the 
suggested removal of the assizes to Plymouth way agreed 
upon. 


There were no prisoners for trial at the Cambridge Borough 
Sessions on Thursday, and the Recorder, Mr. Bulwer, Q.C., 
was presented by the Mayor, Mr. J. Death, with a pair of 
white kid gloves, It was said this was the first maiden ses- 
sion ever held in Cambridge. 

At the last county court for the Stockport district, Mr. 
Joseph St. John Yutes, the judge, suggested that the pro- 
fessional gentlemen who practised in his courts should 


follow the example of the neighbouring towns by apenas 
in black gowns. All the solicitors present at once accept 
the suggestion. 


According to the Albany Law Journal, Manitoba has 
something new in the judicial way. The Mani'oba ree 
Press says that an Act of Parliament has just passed which 
vests the mounted police with certain judicatory powers. 
For instance, eyery officer of that force is made a mugistrate, 
and every trooper 4 constable. 


Mr. Charles Gipps Prouett, M.A., barrister-at-law, died on 
Sunday from the effects of a street accident, On the after- 





noon of Thursday, the 25th ult., while crossing the roadway 
from the Mansion-house to Cornhill, ho slipped on the 
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asphalte, and fell under the wheel of a Great Northern Rail- 
way van. His leg was much bruised, and he sustained a 
wound jast below the knee. Mortification supervened, and 
Mr. Prouett sank from exhaustion. 


The Earl of Rosebery has accepted the office of President 
of the Social Science Congress, to be held at Glasgow from the 
30th of September to the 7th October next. The appoint- 
mentsare now complete. Of the departments, Lord Mon- 
crieff will preside over Jurisprudence; Lord Napier and 
Ettrick, Education ; Right Hon. Dr. Lyon Playfair, C.B., 
MLP., Health ; Sir George Campbell, Economy; and Mr. 
Frederic Hill, the Repression of Crime Section. 


In the case of Sa/vin v. The North Brancepeth Coal 
Company, Limited, before the Lords Justices last week, 
Lord Justice James said, in reference to a remark that fell 
from one of the learned counsel as to the way in which the 
case had been postponed from time to time, that although 
the delay of the Court of Chancery was proverbial, it was 
to be observed that the bill in this suit was filed in February, 
1878, and the final hearing on appeal had been accomplished 
in June, 1874 (a period of fifteen months). 


During the progress of a case tried at Guildhall on 
Wednesday one of the jurymen, says the Times, asked the 
learned judge if it was in his Lordship’s power to order an 
increase of the salary ofthe jury. He said that hehad attended 
all the previous sitting on Saturday for’the not exorbitant. 
remuneration of 3s, 8d.,and that this pressed somewhat hard 
on merchants of the City of London who had other important 
avocations to attend to. Baron Pollock said it was out of 
his power to assist the jury in this matter. There might be 
some redress from the new Jury Act, wh‘ch was now under 

- the consideration of Parliament, and of the passing of which 
there was a prospect. 


Governor Dix, says the Aljany Law Journal, has vetoed 
“An Act to simplify and abridge the practice, pleadings, 
and proceedings of the courts of the State of New York.” 
He indorses his objection thereto on the bill as follows :— 
“The bill was submitted to the Attorney-General for his 
opinion, in which the various provisions are considered, and 
which closes with the following paragraph :—‘I have thus 
hastily gone over the various amendments to be made to the 
code, and, in my opinion, they are all, or nearly all, either 
unnecessary or positively wrong, and if they should become 
law the practice of the courts, instead of being improved, 
would be decidedly worse than it was. His opinion is con- 
curred in.’’” We are sometimes tempted to wish that some 
similar process of summary snuffing out were available on 
this side of the Atlantic. 


A provincial paper publishes the following statement as to 
the alterations in some of the circuits, which embodies the 
tumours which have, for some time, been current :—‘‘ One 
of the chief objects of the recent frequent meetings of the 
judges was to re-arrange the circuits. The following 
arrangement will represent the Midland Circuit as it will 
be when the Judicature Act comes into operation—viz., 
Derby, Nottingham, Lincoln, Warwick, Aylesbury, Oakham, 
Northampton, Leicester, and Bedfordshire. From this it 
will be seen that Leeds and York are to be taken away from 
the Midland Circuit, and will be handed over to the North- 
Eastern Circuit, which will then consist, among other 
towns, of Durham, Newcastle, York, and Leeds; while 
Lancashire is to form a circuit of itself, taking in Appleby 
and Carlisle.” 


The correspondence with reference to the issue of 
the new rules under the Judicature Act has been continued 
in the 7'imes by ‘ A City Solicitor,” who says, “ Your cor- 

ndent ‘L.I. F.’ has not pointed out the only evils 
which will result frown the delay in the publication of the 
tales, The Act affects almost every bill, banking, 
commercial, and agricultural transaction in the kingdom, 
The rules are to detine how the Act is to be applied. The 
l profession are the advisers of the effect of the application, 

e all know the Act will affect transactions now taking 
place, but how it is as yet impossible to tell, and, therefore, 
woe belide many of them built upon the present state of 
things, for the beautiful simplicity of the law next November. 

l rip open their complexity with a chisel-like ease. 
Advice is already sought for, but for want of the rules it 
cannot be given. ouds and mists overhang the legal 
mind, which, of course, leave the non-legal in etill greater 





obscurity. It is positively unfair to the publiz, and 
burdensome and iniquitous to the profession, to delay this 
all-important matter so long. The rules ought to have 
been submitted to Parliament and the whole profession at 
least six months ago. Now we not only are in utter 
darkness, but, in consequence of the looming vacation and 
the prorogation of Parliament, stand a chance of continuing 
so without remedy until we find the law fixing its ugly 
teeth upon us in all its unknown freshness and vigour when 
Term time shall be no more.” 


On Monday afternoon at the Bucks quarter sessions, at 
Aylesbury, the Grand Jury made the usual presentment that 
they had gone through the whole of the cases laid before 
them, &c., and attached to the presentment was a slip of 
paper which found fault with the expense the county had 
gone to in altering the Chief Constable’s residence. This 
paper was signed by the foreman, and appeared to be the 
unanimous opinion of the Grand Jury. The Duke of 
Buckingham, however, upon questioning the foreman, 
ascertained that it had been written previous to their 
assembling, and that he had attached it at the reauest of one 
or two of the Grand Jury. His Grace characterised the 
proceeding as unprecedented, and to!d the foreman that he 
would give directions that he should never again hold 
that responsible position, and it would be taken into 
serious consideration whether or not some steps should 
be taken to punish him for having signed and presented 
a document as having been unanimously agreed to, which 
Ge ayes of the jury repudiated having any connection 
with. 


The following protest has b2en lodged against the third 
reading of the Judicature Act Amendment Bill :—‘‘ Dis- 
sentient—l. Because by this Bill the House finally sur- 
renders all its rights as an ultimate Court of Appeal, the 
duties of which it has performed, and is performing, in a 
manner which has given general satisfaction, as is proved 
by the fact that no pudlic demand has been made for such 
surrender, and by many demonstrations, especially from the 
legal profession, in favour of its jurisdiction being retained. 
2. Because the surrender of a privilege which has brought 
so much credit to this House must be injurious to its 
character, and particularly as the House must appear to 
stand self-condemned as having lost that efficiency which 
has hitherto obtained for it the good opinion of the public, 
and as no longer able to perform those duties with which it 
has been intrusted for centuries. 3. Because the uncalled- 
for change of a jurisdiction which has given satisfaction is 
inexpedient, and the transfer of it to a new and untried 
court unwise. 4. Because there appear grave objections to 
the constitution of this new court, which is to be composed 
of-nine judges, three ex officio, the Lord Chancellor, who is 
at all times removable by the Crown, together with the 
Lord Chief Justice of England and the Master of the Rolls, 
who are to be changed alternately every two years for the 
Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas and the Lord Chief 
Baron of the Exchequer, and six other judges to be ap- 
pointed by the Crown in the first instance, and from time 
to time as vacancies occur, from the judges of the Imperial 
Court of Appeal for three yeats only, without prejudice to 
the re-nomination of a retiring judge. 5. Because this fre- 
quent transfer of judges between the Imperial Court of Ap- 
ae and this court will impair its efliciency in regard to 
inglish causes, as it may frequently cecur that judges who 
have already determined a cause will become members of it 
before such cause is reheard in such court, whereby the 
number of judges proper to rehear the same may be incon- 
veniently limited. 6. Because the power given to the Crown 
over the constitution of this court of changing any of the 
six out of the nine judges composing it after a three years’ 
tenure of office, together with the power of removing one of 
the three ex oficio judges at will, subjects this new court to 
the direct influence of the Crown in a manner which appears 
objectionable on constitutional grounds. 7. Because while 
appeals from Scotland and Ireland are to be conducted 
before the new court in like manner substantially as now 
before this House, those in England are to be by rehearing 
only, for the purpose of saving the expense to the suitors 
of new cases, and it is questionable whether the due 
administration of the law will be as effectually secured as 
by requiring new cases framed on the better understanding 
of the disputed points arrived at on both sides at the former 


hearings to be presented to the Court of Appeal.—Rapss- 
DALB,’ 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoration, July 8, 1874. 
¢ per Cent, Consols, 92}xd | Annuities, April, ’85 9§ 
Ditto for Account, Aug 923xd Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 1908 
Ex Bills, 21000, 24 per Ct. par 
Ditto, £500, Do par 
| Ditto, £100 & £200, par 
| Bank of England Stock, 5 
Ct, (last half-year) 259 
| Ditte for Account, 


3 per Cent. Reduced 924 
New 3 per Cent., 92} 

Do, 34 perCent., Jan. 44 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 
Annuities, Jan, °80— 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’80107jxd; Ditto,5§ per Cent.,May,’79 102 
Litto for Account,— Ditto Debentures, per Cent 
Ditto 4 per Ceat.,Oct.’88103 April,"64— 
Ditto,ditto,Certificates, — | Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug.’73 100% 
Ditto En faced Ppr.,4 per Cent.953' Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 
Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’78 =| Dittc, ditto,uander £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid.|Closing P rice 
Stock Bristol and Exeter .......cocccccccsesssreseserses — 
Stock Caledoni oan ove . 
Stock Giasgow and South-Western 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 
Stock Great Northern .........ssscsescsers ++ 
Steck) Do., A Btock® ......000.-.ccscccsssccescoscoccesonsen} 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original sai 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........cccsscesssssee 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast... a 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover............ 

Stock London and North-Western 

Stock London and South Western 

St ck Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock Metropolitan 
Stxk Do., District 
Stock Midiand...........0000ss00s ijuntnenbenesesondsbiianenety eres 
Stock North British 
Stock North Eastern 
Stock North London 
Stock North Staffordshire 
Stock South Devon 
Steck South-Eastern ............000 




















se seeeeee - | 


paid to B. 





* A receives no dividend uti 


Money Market AND City INTELLIGENC?. 

The Bank rate is unchanged. The proportion of reserve 
to liabilities has fallen from 48°70 last week to 39°16 this 
week. There has been great dulness in the railway 
market. Midlands were especially depressed at the close 
of last week, but improved on Tuesday. Up to that day 
there was very little business in the foreign market. 
Since then the better kinds of securities have been in 
demand, but there has been little animation in the more 
speculative stocks. Consols on Thursday closed at 924 to 
¢ for delivery, and 92% to ? for August. 


BIRTH, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 








BIRTH. 

Foster—On June 28, at 16, Gloucester-street, Warwick- 
square, the wife of R. W. Elliot Foster, Esq., barrister-at- 
law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

GreexN—Pacca—On June 26th, at Benevento, South Italy, 
Jobh Philip Green, of the Middle Temple, and one of the 
judges of the High Court, Bombay, to Cecilia, third daughter 
of the late Giuseppe Pacca, Marquis di Matrice, of 
Benevento. 

ILpenrtT—BurapLey—On June 27, at Holy Trinity, Paddington, 
Courtenay Peregrine Ibert, of Lincoln’ s-inn, barrister-at-law 
and Fellow of Balliol College, Oxford, to Jessic, daughter of 
the Rev. C. Bradley, of 25, Orsett-terrace. 

DEATHS. 

Empson-—On June 27, at Weldon House, Upper Norwood, 
Henry Empson, Esq., solicitor, of 61, Moorgate-street. 

MacmvuL_texn—On June 27, at 9, Frankfort-terrace, St. Peter’s- 

k, London, Louisa Charlotte, the wife of Richard Henry 
ristowe Maciuullen, Eeq., solicitor, in her 22nd year. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
uae 7. Fuiie nu, Hoxser, Sox, & Co. 
kfriars, Holland-street.—The Castle-yard Factory, copy- 
b ld—old for £7,000. . wate 











By Messrs. Buake, Son, & HAppock. 


Sussex.—Billinghurst.—Great Rowfold Farm, 


containing 
135a. Ir. 20p., freehold—Sold for £7,000. 


Surrey, Anerley.—An enclosure of land, containing 2a. 2r. 34p,, 
freehold—Sold for £3,420. 

Croydon, Church-road.—Five cottages, term 81 years—Sold for 
£700 


; By Messrs. DEsENHAM, TEwson, & FARMER. 
City.—Nos. 2, 3, and 4, St. Mary-axe, leasehold—Sold for 
£3,480. 
Finsbury.—Nos. 2 and 3, Wood-street, term 73 years—Sold for 


£1,260. 
Spitalfields. —Nos. 24, 25, and 26, Princes-street, freehold—Sold 
for £2,536. 


By Messrs. Harps, VAUGHAN, & JENKINSON. 
Hanover-square.—No 6, Pollen-street, freehold—Sold for 


The beerhouse known as “ Gothic House,” and adjoining pre- 
mises, freehold—Sold for £765. 
Freehold house, with shop and three cottages—Sold for £1,120, 


By Mr. W. H. Hewirt, 

Essex, near Colchester—Freehold rent chargesof £202 4s. 10d, 
per annum—Sold for £3,460. oe 

Hants, near Farnborough. — Trunk Farm, containing 200a, 
lr. 9p., freehold-—Sold for £2,250. 

Borough — Nos. 8 and 12, Union-street, freehold—Sold for 
£1,600. 

y Messrs. BEADEL, Y 

Essex, Upminster—Gaines Park and villa, containing 84a, 2r, 
27p., freehold, and a plot of leasehold land, 6a. 3r. 27p.—Sold 
for £13,700. 

Tadlow’s Farm, containing 20a. 2r. 23p.—Sold for £2,040. 

A cottage, with outbuildings and garden—Sold for £250. 

— reehold house, cottage, and garden—Sold for 

a. 

Warwick, near Nuneaton—Ward’s Farm, containing 61a. Or, 

33p., freehold—Sold for £3,500. 


By Messrs. GADs DEN, Exvis, & Co. 
Staffordshire, near Lichfield—The estate known as Elmhurst 
Hall, comprising mansion and 478a. lr. 33p.—sold for £27,000, 
Bloomsbury—No. 42, Torrington-square, term 50 years—sold 
for £1,100 


AT FARNHAM, 
By Mr. James Harris. 


Surrey, Hales—An enclosure of hop land 8a. 3r. 38p., freehold 
—sold for £2,450. 

Farnham—Hopkiln and two cottages—sold for £200. 

Hants, Crondall—Montgomery Farm, containing 239a. Or. dp., 
copyhold—sold for £8,850. 

The Brooks Meadows, containing 23a. 2r. 3p.—sold for £3,350, 

Triggs’ Farm, containing 29a. Ir. 3p.—sold for £2,000. 

Three cottages—sold for £158. 

Andrew’s Farm, containing 69a. Ir. 8p., copyhold—sold for 
£4,200. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tvespay, June 30, 1874, 


Dewes, Henry, and James Watson, attorneys and solicitors, Nuneaton 
Warwick. March 31 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companier. 
Faipay, June 26, 1874, 
UNuiMItTeD 1x CHaNcerY. 
South Essex Railway Company.—Petition for winding up, directed to be 
heard before V.C. Malins on July 3. Hargrove and Co, Victoria 
st, Westminster, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Lrmirep in Cuancerry, 


Bronfloyd Company Limited.— Petition for winding up, presented June 
19, directed to be heard before the M.R. on July 4. Jones and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Hughes and Son, Aberystwyth, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

y Glass and le Manufacturing Company, Limited. — V.C. 
Malins has, by an order, dated June 18, appointed George Whiffin, 
Oid Jewry Chambers, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
on or before July 25, to send their names and addresses, the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Friday, July 31, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debtsand claims. 

Dunraven Adare Coal and Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented June 23, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 

July 4. Doyle and Edwards, Carey st, agents for Taynton and Son, 
Gloucester, solici for the petiti 6, 

Tahiti Cotton and Coffee Plantation Company, Limited. -- Creditors 
are required, on or before July 24, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts and claims,'to John Young, Token- 
house yard. Friday, Augast 7,at 1), is appointed for hearing 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Tall and Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented Jane 
25, directed to be heard before the M.R, on July 4. Ashuret and Co, 

solicitors for the petitioner. 
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Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, June 26, 1874. 
Denham Friendly Society, Schoolroom, Corton Den ham, Somer- 
set. June 17 
Friendly Seciety or Tradesman’s Club, Castle Inn, Bradninch, Devon. 
June 20 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TveEsray, June 23, 1874. 

Adams, John, Hollyland, near Pembroke, Esq. July 16. Adams y 
Adams, V.C. Hall. Lawson, Lombard st 

Amor, John, Kentish Town rd, Builder. July 18. Cobbold v Amor, 
V.C. Malins. Day, South square, Gray’s inn 

Ballioger, John, Coleshillst, Pimlico, Gent. July 15. Parton v 
Moxon, V.C. Malins. Burgess, South square, Gray’s inn 

Bartlett, John, Percy circus, Pentonville rd, M.D. July 14. Stainton 
y Bartlett, V.C. Mall. Mackreth, Moorgate st 

Constant, Thomas, Noxon Farm, Gloucester, Farmer. July 23. Con- 
stant v Biggs, M.R. Garrold, Hereford 

George, James Gilbert, Monmouth, Solicitor. 
Oakley, V.C. Malins. Gurney, Furnival’s inn 

Goodwin, William, Sydenham, Oxford, Farmer. 
Goodwin, V.C. Malins. Bartletc, Abingdon 

Ray, Robert Henry, Little Walden Hall, Essex, Esq. Novi. Mott 
Ray, V.C. Hall. Cooper, Billiter st 

Frinay, June 26, 1874. 

Aldrich, Robert, Diss, Norfolk, Grocer. July 20, Aldrich v Aldrich, 
V.C. Hall. Salmon, Diss 

Carlow, Stewart James, Melbourne, Victoria, Esq, resident within the 
United Kingdom. Jan1l. Carlow v Carter, M.R. Langham, Bart- 
lett’a buildings, Holborn, out of the United Kingdom. Jan 1}. 
Trollope and Wilmot, Melbourne 

Daniel, George, Lower Homerton terrace, Hackney, Gent. 
Baddeley v Daniel, V.C. Malins. Baddeley, Leman st, Goodman’ s 

lds 


July 18. George v 


July 16. Goodwin v 


fie 

Gardiner, Mary Deborah, Wokingham, Berks. July 24. Garratt v 
Weeks, V.C. Bocon. Soames, New inn, Strand 

Harding, Julia Hovell Limmer, Catton, near Norwich. July 16. 
Harding v Moore, V.C Bacon. Child, Old Jewry chambers, Old 


Jewry 
~ Insley, James, Rosliston, Derby, Farmer, July 27. Scott v Insley, 

MR. Flint, Derby 

Liddell, George William Moore, Holderness, York, Esq. July 17. 
Liddel! v Liddell, V.C. Malins. Rollit, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Moore, John Alfred, Shoreditch, Coffee houee keeper. July 27, Moore 
y Potter, V.C. Hall. Sampson and Co, Finsbury circus 

Morgan, Morgan, Ffoslas, Cardigan, Farmer. July 20. Evans v Mor- 
gan, V.C. Malins. Atwood, Aberystwith 

Pilgrim, John, Norwich, Gent. July 25. Durrant v Pilgrim, V.C° 
Hall. Baldrey, Norwich 

Skinner, George Price, Park rd, Peckham, Gent. 
tile, &c., Co, Limited v Skinner, M.R. Steind 


July 24. Mercan- 
g, Bread st, Cheap- 





Stephens, James, Portsea, Southampton, Gent. July 28.- Goldsmith 
vyBransbury, M.R. Houghton, St Helen’s place 

Taylor, Randolphus David, Marple, Cheshire. 
Tayler, V.C. Malins. Ormerod, Manchester 

Tromper, Samuel, Dun Mills, near Hungerford, Berks. July 20. Hose- 
good v Trumper, V.C. Malins. Goulter, Hungerford 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 
Last Day of Claim, 
Tuespay, June 23, 1874. 
Adams, Thomas, Aston Manor, Stafford, Gent. Sept 1. 
Smith, Dudley 
Allen, Michaei William, Rochester, Kent, Hackneyman, July 20. 
Acworth and Son, Rochester 
Bishop, Henry Massey, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, Sept 1. 
Wells and Hind, Nottingham 
Buckley; John, Rochdale, Lancashire, Labourer. Sept 17. Whitaker, 
er place, Strand 
Barfield, Robert, Dover, Kent.. July 30. Fielding, Dover 
Burgum, Joseph, Woodends, Linton, Hereford, Farmer. 
Francis and Co, Upton Bishop 
Cartwright, Wright, Ashton-in-Mackertield, Lancashire, Flour Dealer. 
Jaly 18. Davis and Brook, Warrington 
» Edward, Lymington, Southampton, Doctor. July 9. Moore 
and Jackman, Lymington e 
Cox, Francis, Weymouth, Dorset, July 31. Bell and Freame, Gillingham 
Doxat,; Alphonse, Leytonstone, Essex. Aug 31. Appleton, Crosby 


square 
Goodier, Samuel, Rudheath Lordship, Chester, Farmer. July 14. 
ire and Son, Northwich 
‘% per John, Underbarrow, Westmorland, Aug 1, 
0 
Herring, William, Southgate rd, Kingsland, Surgeon, Septl. Trav er 
Co, Throgmorton st 
Hill, Anthony, Morthyr Tydvil, Glamorgan, Ironmaster. 
Uptoa and Co, Austin Friars 
Hunt, Eliza Henry, Bristol. Aug 1, Livett, Bristol 
Jackson, William Henry, Oxford st, Dealer in Glass. Sept 21. Watkins 
and Co, Sackville st 
Johns, Lavinia, Liverpool, July 31. Hall and Co, Liverpool 
» Ann, City rd, Licensed Victualler. Aug 1. Weeks and Son, 
rd, Finsbury square 
» George Beevor, Kingston-upon-Hull, Wine Merchant, 
8. Levett and Champney, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Lawrell, Diaby Henry, St Helier’s, Jersey, Esq. Augl8. Garrard and 
James, Suflolk st, Pall Mall East 
Maxwell, Frederick Henry Constable, Southgate House, near Chester- 
Derby, xo. July 21. Norrisand Sone, Bedford row 
Mudd, Thomas, Great Finborough, Suffolk, Farmer, July 28, 
Ward and Sons, Needham market 
» Thomas, Bath, Painter. Aug 22. Stone and Co, Bath 
Saunders, Elizabeth, Bath, Aug 22. Stone and Co, Bath 


July 24. Taylor v 


Sanders and 


Aug 1. 


Bolton, 


July 20 


Aug 


Hay- 


July 2).. 





Schlusser, Frederick, Lancaster rd, Lower Norwood. 
Tamplin and Co, Fenchurch st 

Shaw, Charles, Hind court, Fleet st, Silversmith. Aug 1. 
hall chambers, Southwark 

Smith, Mary, Torquay, Devon. July 20. Kitson, Torquay 

Smith, Robert, Torquay, Devon, Col. July 20. Kitson, Torquay 

Stannah, Samyntas, Gower st, Gent. July 31. Barnes and Bernard, 
Great Winchester st 

Thompson, Joseph, Nottingham, Silk Throwster. 
and Co, Nottingham 

Turner, William, Allesley, Warwick, Gent. 
Coventry 


July 20. 


Birt, Town- 


Aug 29. Burton 


Aug 1. Woodcock, 
Frrpar, June 26, 1874, 

Bentley, Hannah, Bootle, Lancashire. Aug 1. 
pool 

Boot, John, Ollerton, Nottingham, Farmer. Auzl. Bryan, Mansfield 

Brass, William, Reigate, Surrey, Esq. Sept 9. Gant, Walbrook 

Brown, Edward George Wade, Burton, Bradstock, Dorszt, Gent. 
31. Gundry, Bridport 

Dickinson, Catherine, Claremont square, Islington. 
Cory, Thornhill square, Bloomsbury, Isiington 

Dignan, William, Camberweil New rd, Gent 
Jackson, Chancery lane 

Gibbs, Henry Harris, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Gent. 
Goodwin, Norwich 

Graham, Eliza, Southport, Lancashire. Aug 3. 
Liverpool 

Gregory, Henry, Herne hill, Dulwich, Esq. Aug 1. Robinson, Basing- 

all st 

Hodson, Thomas, Ty 
and Co, Manchester 

Holland, Henry Delahont, Rome, Italy, Esq. July 31, 
Bennet’s hill, Doctors’ commons 

Irwin, Anthony Wellington, Gray’s inn square, Solicitor. 
Cock, Gray's inn square 

Kelly, James Joseph, Surgeon Major, 106th Regiment. 
Crosse, Bell yard, Doctors’ commons 

Knowles, Samuel, Bakewell, Derby, Yeoman. 
Bakewell 

Lambe, Percival John George, tloucester place, Hyde Park. 
Harting and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Law, James, Lutterworth, Leicester. Builder. Aug 25, 
Baxter, Lutterworth 

Leeming, James, Bradford, York, Machine Maker. 
son, Bradford 3 

Lightfoot, Frances Harriet, Bitton, Gloucester. Jaly 14. Fox and 
Whittuck, Bristol ’ 

Markees, Alfred, Maida vale, Esq. Aug 18. Tnomas, Regent st 

May, John, Mistiey, Essex, Gent. July 11. Turnerand Co, Colchester 

Peacock, Hanani, High st, Ca nden Town, Lodging house Keeper. Aug 
20, Titley, Fleet st 

Ramshaw, William, Durham, Brewer. 

Rothwell, Eliza, Southport, Lancashire. 
Southport 

Rothwell, Mary, Southport, Lancashire. 
Southport 

Simpson, John, Kidderminster, Worcester, Victualler. July 7. 
and Co, Kidderminster 

Sly. John, Wool, Dorset, Gent. 
Wareham 

Storr, Henry, Jerrington, York, Farmer. July 20. Jackson, Walton 

Warner, Richard, Weston Hill, Warwick, Farmer. July 10, Wood 
Nuneaton 

Winsom, Ann, Rudmore, Southampton. 
Portsea 

Young, Jane, Leonards, Sussex. July 31. 
commons 

Ban 


krupts. 
Tvespay, June 23, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proc’s of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Ashton, Thomas, Manchester, Boot Manufacturer. 
Kay. Manchester, July 9 at 9.30 
Jones, Edward, Harrow, Middlesex, Tailor. Pet June 13. Edwards, 
St Alban’s, July fat ll 
Hammond, Edward, and George Burgess, jun, Macclesfield, Chester, 
Builders. Pet June 18. Mar, Macclesfield, Ju'y 6 at 12 
Hunt, William Henry, Manchester, Linen Draper. Pet June 19. Kay. 
Manchester, July 8 at 9.30 
Barnes. 
Pet Jane 18. 


Laces and Co, Liver- 


July 
Sept 26. Chas 
Aug 4. Johnson and 
Aug 19, 

> 


Field and Weightman, 


bank. T hi 





e, Farmer. Sept 1. Weston 
Jennings, 
Aug 3. 
Aug 31. 
Aug 24. Taylor, 
July 23. 
Watson aad 


Aug 21. Thomp- 


Aug 13. 
Aug 1. 


Aug 1. 


Marshall, Dirham 
Weisby and Hill, 


Weisby and Hill, 
Day 


Aug 25. Marshfisid ani Hatcaings 


Aug 5. Pearce and Son, 


Crosse, Bell yard, Doctor’s 


Pet June 18. 


Parson, Freeman, Kelvedon, Essex, Innkeeper. Pet June 17. 
Colchester, July 15 at 12 

Pearson, Thomas, Lymm, Chester, Cattle Salesman, 
Nicholson. Warrington, July 8 at 2 

Pyne, Robert, Bristol, Baker, Pet June 19. Harley. Bristol, July 9 
atl2 

Taylor, Henry, Boston, Lincoln, Corn Factor, Pat June l7. Staniland. 
Boston, July 6 at | 

Thache, J ohn, Worcester, Grocer. 
July 8 at lh 

Wright, John, jun, Scholes, York, Cattle Daa ler. 
jun, Huddersfield, July 8 at 11.30 

Fauvay, June 26, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender ia London, 

Clark, Benjamin, Grange rd, Dalston, Commercial Traveller, Pet June 
Vl, Haslitt. July Tat it 

Cranston, Edwin, Albion rd, Dalston, Merchant’s clerk. Pet June 22. 
Brougham. June 10 at ll 

Elstob, Hemmerde, Craven st, Strand, no occupation, Pet June 23, 
Haalitt. July 10 atl? 

Grouse, Emanuel, South Row, Golden Square, Draper, Further irst 
Meeting. July 9 at il 


Pet June 20. Crisp. Worcester, 


Pet June 18, Jones, 
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To Surrender in the Country. 

Dawson, James Duncan, Baverley, York, Currier. Pet June 24. Phillips 
Kingston-upon-Haull, July 7 at 10 30 

Day, Thomas Francis, Bristol, Asphalte Manufacturer. Pet June 23. 
Harley. Bristol, July 8 at 12 

Emmerson, George, Snettisham, Norfolk, Innkeeper. Pet June 23. 
Partridge. King’s Lynn, July 8 at 11.30 

Howes, Joseph, Northampton, Grocer. Pet June 20. Dennis. North- 
ampton, July 11 at 10 . 

Leithead, Thomas, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Coachbuilder. 
Pet June 24. Hall. Ashton-under-Lyne, July 16 at 11 

Rernolds, John, Bradford, York, Provision Merchant. Pet June 23. 
Darlington. July 7 at 11 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TuespaY, June 23, 1874 

Frampton, John Dover, Kent, no occupation. May 29 

Sutton, Sarah, Frideswide place, Kentish Town rd, Prisoner for Debt. 
June 4 

Farpay, June 26, 1874. 
Bentham, Joseph, jun, Ingleton, York, Farmer. Jane 18 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fatpay, June 26, 1874. 
Ashley, Alfred, Bradford, York, Merchant’s Clerk. July 6 at 10 at 
offices of Rhodes, Duke st, Bradford 
Badcock, John Hussey, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Tobacconist. 
at 3 at offices of Howell, Cheapside 
Bagg, Henry, Barrow, Somerset. Traveller. 
Reed and Cook, King’s square. Bridgewater 
Beazer, T.omas, Marsbfield, Gloucester, Farmer. July 4 at 11 at 
offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Booth, Thomas, Great Drittield, York, Boot Manufacturer. July 8 at 
1] at offices of Julian, Whitefriar gate, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Bowes, John Sydney, Leeds, Chemist. July 10 at Li at officesof Rooke 
and Midgley, Boar !ane, Leeds 
Bowker. John, Huddersfield, York, Grocer. July 7 at 2.30 at offices 
of Sykes, New st, Huddersfield 


July 6 
July 10 at 12 at offices of 


Bradley, Anne, Hulme, Manchester, Seamstress. July 10 at3 at offices | 
' McFarland, Francis, and Henry Nance, Park st, Victoria Park rd, Buil. 


of Ambler, Sonth King st, Manchester 

Bradley, Annie Sarah Jane, Hulme. Manchester, Seamstrese. 
at 3 at offices of Amb'er, South King st, Manchester 

Briok, James, Hightown, York, Currier. July 8 at 2 
Hotel, Cleckheaton. Sykes, Cleckheaton 

Brougham, Wiliam, Lincoln, Grocer. July 14 at 11 at offices of 
Williams, Silver st, Lincoln 

Bryant, John, Loz-lls, near Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. July 
9 at Il at offices of Hodgson, Waterloo st. Birmingham 

Burr, George, Offord rd, Barnsbury. Cab Proprietur, July 14 at 2 at 
35, Walbrook. Merriman and Co, Queen st 

Callaway, George, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick, Builder. July 8 at 
11 at the Faleon Tavern, Chapel st, Stratford-upon-Avon. Lane 

Callaway, James, Stratfurd-upon-Avon, Warwick, Builder. July 8 at 
4 at the Falcon Tavern, Chapel st, Stratford-upon-Avon. Lane, Strat- 
fo: d-upon-Avon 

Christmas, James, Great Bland st, Southwark, Wheelwright. July 9 


July 10 


at 3 at offices of Stratton and Co, Old Kentrd. Tonge, Old Kent rd | 


Coates, James Harland, Sunderland, Darham, Stationer. July 11 at 2 
at offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 


Cobb, Daniel, Liverpool, German Yeast Importer. July 4 at 11 at | 


offices of Ponton, Vernon st, Liverpool 
Cogswell. Edmund, Gracecharch st, Accountant. 
No. 72, Gracechurch st, Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 
Collins, Charlies George, Cochrane st, Portland Town, Photoge aphic 
Apparatus Manufacturer. July 10 at 11 at offices of Stevens, Edg- 
warerd. Waller 
Coops, John, Oldham, Lancashire, Bookseller. 
Buckley and Clegg, Ciegg st, Oldham 
Cope, Walter Henry, Broad green, Croydon, Surgeon. July 8 at 3 ar 
offices of Wood and Hare, Basinghall st 
Corner. John, City rd, Boot Manufacturer. July 11 at 11 at offices of 
Nicholson, London Bridge Railway-approach. Sole and Co, Alder- 
m anhery 
Coteworth, Charles Henry. West Gorton, near Manchester, Builder. 
Jnly $ at 4 at offices of Smith, South King st, Manchester 
Cuthbertson. Robert, and Gavin Alexander Cnthbertson, B-eam Grove, 
West Dean, Gloncester, Iron Ore Merchants. July 8at 12 ut the 
Bell Hote!, Gloucester. Fryer and Oxley, Coleford 
Darlington, Warren, Sale, Chester, Surveyor. July 9 at 11 at offices 
cf Hulton and Lister, Prazennose st, Manchester 
Dutton, Henry, Bristol, Boot Maker. July § at 2 at offices of Ward, 
Broad st, Bristol 
Darran, Thomas, Hightown, Liversedge, York, Waggoner. July 8 at 
ll at the George Hotel, Cleckheaton, Sykes, Cleckheaton 
Evliott, Robert, Brampton, Derby, Innkeeper. July 11 at 4 at officesof 
Gee, Hizh st, Chesterfield 
E‘lis, Thomas, Ipswich, Suffolk, House Agent. July.11 at Il at offices 
of Jennings, Falcon st, Ipswich 
Evens, Thomas Brynmawr, Breconshire, Innkeeper. July 11 at 10.30 
at offices of Cox and Co, Brynmawr 
Fabian, George, Fratton, Haats, Engineer,R.N. July 10 at 4 at offices 
of King, North st, Portsea 
Ferrs, Francis James, Cargreen rd, South Norwood, Commission 
Agent. daly 10 at 12 at the Mullens’ Hotel, Ironmonger lane. 
f Pullen, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 
mer, A'fred John, New Brompton, Kent, Butch 
offices of Basset, High st, Rochester 
‘lack, Wil liamn Henry, Tabernacle walk, Finsbury, Manager, July 9 
at I} at the Masons’ Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st’ Hicks, 
Annis rd, South Hackney 
Forster, Jame Archibald, Great Portland st, Upholsterer. Jaly 16 at 
3 at offices of Lumley and Lumley, Conduit st 
Glover, Frderick, East st, Pr + place, Cambridge, Wheelwright. 
. ao done Ladin — — le, Globe rd, Mile Ena 
Sray, John. oke grove, Notting Hill, Nurseryman. July 6 at 4 at 
%, Liceoln’s inn fields. z Marshall” , 


duly 4 at 4 at 


July 6 at 3 at offi:esof 





. July 7 at 3 at 





the G | McDonald, John, Birkenhead, Chester, China Dealer. 
at the George | 
' Nicoll. Donald, Paternoster Row, Wholesale Clothier. July 8 at 3 at 


' Nutt, John, Albany st, Regent’s Park, Builder. 


| Saville, Arthur, Armley, Leeds, Book-keeper, 





a 

Gross, Robert, Darlington, Durham, Miller. July 13 at 2 at offices of 
Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Gunson, John, Sandwith, Cumberland, Wine Merchant. July 10 at3 
at offices McKelvir, Sandhills lane, Whitehaven. Parry, Whitehaye, 

Hall, Joseph, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. July 10 at 2 at offices of 
Bond and Barwick, Albion place, Leeds ; 

Harrison, William, Otley, York, Saddler. July 9 at 12 at offices 
Whiteley, Albion st, Leeds 

Hartley, Ezra Brown, and James Walker, Leeds, Woollen Manufag. 
turers. July 8 at 2 at No 20, Albion st, Leeds. Simpson and B 

Heath, Frederick, Wakefield, York, Painter. July 8 at 3 at the Manor 
House Inn, Westgate, Wakefield. Stocks and Nettleton, Wakefield 

Hiley, James, New Wortley, near Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. July 94 
2 at offices of Bond and Barwick, Albion place, Leeds 

Hirst, George, Sheffield, Druggist. July 8at ll at the Albert Fall, 
Barker’s Pool, Sheffield. Fretson, Sheffield 

Holdsworth, John, Northampton, Builder. July 6 at 11 at offices of 
Jeffery, Market square. Northampton 

Holroyd, James, Longsight, near Manchester,Grocer. July 10 at 2,30 
No. 28, Jackson’s Row, Manchester. Nuttall and Son : 

Houston, John George, Oxton, Chester, Builder. July 13 at 3 at offices 
of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Blackhurst, Liver. 
pool 

Hutchinson, Haynes Hanley, Scarborough, York, Gent. July 10 at 19 
at offices of Watts, Huntriss Row, Scarborough 

Ivey, Joseph, Dalton-in-Furness, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Jaly 7 at] 
at the Sun Hotel, Ulverston. Boraston, birmingham 

Jackson, John, Clarendon rd, Notting Hill, Furniture Dealer. 
11 at offices of Kent, Basinghall et 

Kent, John James, Ebury st, Pimlico, Gas Engineer. 
offices of Hatton, Strand 

Lockwood, Joseph Walter, Liverpool, Broker. July 10 at 2 at offices 
of Duncan and Co, Water st, Liverpoo! 

Lodge, Walter. Huddersfield, York, Woollen Merchant. July 6 at 4a 
otlices of Learoyd and Learoyd, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 


July Gat 
July 16 at 10 at 


| Mamby, George Edwards, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Coal Merchant. July 


10 at 3 at offices of Moulton, New st, Woodbridge. 


Carthew, 
Woodbridge 


| Marley, James Brewer, New Buildings, Devon’s rd, Bromley- by-Bow, 


Baker. Jaly 11 at2 at offices of Booth, Linvoln’s inn fields, Deunis, 
Gray’s inn square 

ders. July 8 at 1 at offices of Rose and Thomas, Salisbury st, Strang 
July 9 at 3 at 
offices of Parkinson, Commerce Court, Lord st, Liverpool 


Morley and Shirreff, Mark lane 
July 7 at 2attho Law 


the Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. 


Institution, Chancery lane. Mallam 
Organ, Sarah Jane, Birmingham, Boot Dealer. July 7 at 12 at offices 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham ‘ 
Palmer, Edwar, Southsea, Hants, Grocer. July 8 at 2.30 at 145 
Cheapside. Cousins and Burbidge, Portsmouth 


| Parker, Nathiniel Wilkinson, Sidmouth, Devon, Lodging house Keeper, 
‘end 


July § at 3 at the Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Frien 


| Parker, Samuel, Manchester, Boot Maker. July 14 at 2.30 at No. 28, 


Jackson’s Row, Manchester. Nattall and Son : 
Pegram, James, Winchester rd, South Hampstead, Builder, July 3 a 
4 a* offices of Yorke, Marylebone rd 


! Rabbets, Isaac, Swansea, Dealer. July 9 at 2 at offices of Sherwood, 


Castle st, Swansea 
Rawe, Louisa, Ipswich, Schoolmistress. 
Pearce, Princes’ st, Ipswich 


July 18 at 2 at offices of 


| Richardson, Richard, Sunbury Common, Middlesex, Wine Merchant. 


July 13 at 3 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 
Rodger, Andrew, Ashton-upon-Mersey, Chester, Piumber, July 7 at 
at, Manch 


n 


3 at offices of Hulton and Lister, Br 





! Russell, Sir William, Bart, Salters’ Hail Court, Cannon st, Ship O wner, 
Julyl6 at 3 atoftices of Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 


July 7 at 2 at offices of 
Routh, Royal Insurance buildings, Park Row, Leeds 

Sayles, Keuben, Dewsbury, York, Ironmonger. July 13 at 11 at offices 
of Binney and Sons, Queen st Chambers, Sheffield 

Scott, George Lamb, Manchester, Manager. July 13 at 3 at the 
Wheatsheat Hotei, Fennel st, Manchester, Peacock, Manchester 


| Seymour, Henry, Okehampton, Devon, Chemist, July 10 at 11 at the 


Half Moor Hot+), High st, Exeter. Burd, Okehampton 

Skam, Thomas, New Charlton, Kent, Plasterer. July 3 at 4 at the Anti 
Gallican ‘Tavern, New Charlton, Marshall 

Slade, John, Birmingham, Accountant. July 7 at 12 at offices of 
Phillips, Moor st, Birmingham 

Smyth, Isaac John, Holborn buildings, H»iborn, Bookseller. July 18 
at 2 at the Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Price, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Stanhope, William, John Clapham, and Edwin Stanhope, Holbeck, 
Leeds, Woollen Yarn Manufacturers, July 10 ut 12 at offices of 
Whiteley, Albion st, Leeds 

Steer, William, Sevenoaks, Kent, Carman. Jnly 13 at 12 at the 
Camden Hotel, Tunbridge Wells. Harcourt, King’s rd, Bedford row 

Stephens, Thomas, Llangeler, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. July 
§ at 11 at offices of Evans, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Stiles, Edward Marsh, Merton, Surrey, Surgeon. July 13 at 3 at offices 
of Chipperfield and Sturt, Trinity st, Southwark 

Stone, William, Great Berkhamsted, Hartford, Coal Merchant. Jaly 
10 at 11 at offices of Bullock, Great Berkhamsted 

Taylor, Thomas, Alfrick, Worcester, General Dealer, July 4 at 38 
offices of Tree, Sansome st, Worcester 

Tear, William, Hackleton, Northampton, Butcher. July 13 at 12 at 
offices of Markham, Guildhall rd, Northampton 

Thomas, Alfred, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Painter. July 14 at 1! 
at offices of Chapman, Weston-saper-Mare 

Thol, James Popert, and Charles Christey, Fenchurch st, Merchants. 
July 9 at 12 at offices of Clark and Co, Gresham house, Old 


street 

Thornton, John, Droylsden, near Manchester, Butcher. July 13 at 3 
at offices of Rideal and Shaw, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Voysey, John, Exeter, Baker. July 10 at 3 at offices of Camplon, Bed- 
ford circus, Exeter 
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Webster, Robert, Padsey, York, Cioth Manufacturer. July 7 at 3 at 
offices of Routh, Royal Insurance ba'liings, Pack row, Leeds. 

= Pollan tas hs 

Welbourne, Joseph, Liaco'a, Milar. 
Williams, Silver st, Lincoln 

Wersede, William John Henry, Linark place, Paddington, Beer Re- 
tailer. July 10 at 2 at offices of Barrett, Leadenhall st 

year, Charles Bryant, Spencer st, Battersea Park, Couk. July 6 at 

LL at offices of Hatchinson, Vanxhall Bridge road 

Wolf, Herbert, High st, Borough, Jeweller. July 20 at 2 at the Ridler’s 
Hot:!, Holborn 

Wood, Charies, Nottingham, Batcher. July 10 at 11 at the Asse:nbly 
Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Lees, jan, Nottinghan 

Woodhead, Thomas, Rochdale, Lancashire, Joiner. Jaly 13 at 3 at 
the White Swan Inn, Rochdale 

Woollard, Frederick, Coldbath square, Carpenter. Jaly 4 at 3 &t 
Wood's Hotel, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Hope 

Wright, Henry Hornsby, Long Ashton, Somerset, Brewer. 
12 at offices of Salmoa and Henderson, Broad st, Bristol 


TuxspaY, June 30, 1874. 
A:mston, Joseyh Thomas, Seven Sisters rd, Finsbury Park, Builder. 
July 8 at | at offices of Fuleher, London wall 
Backhouse, Richard, Chew Magna, Somerset, out of busirféss. July 10 
at 2at offices of Beckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bris‘ol 
Bowes, William Allison, Leeds, Mining Engineer. July 10 at 1 at offices 
of Rooke and Midgley, Boar lane, Leeds 
Britton, James, Mile End rd,Clothier. July 14 at 3at offices of Pearce, 
Sonthampton buildings, Chancery lane. Hobbes, Southampton build- 


ings 
Poe Henry, Horbury, York, Flock and Waste Dealer. July 13 at 11 
at offices ot Haigh and Co, Horbury Bridge 
Brooks, Joseph, Leeds, Commission Agent. 
Myers, Albion st, Leeds 
Bruck, Peter, Bridge rd, Battersea, Baker. 
Rassel, Co!eman st 
Buttifant, William Henry, Watton, Norfolk, Coal Merchant. July 10 
at }2 at offi.es of S:anley, Bank plaia, No rwich 5 
Carr, Heory, Kentish Town rd, Cheesemon ger. 
ofPoole, Bartholomew close 
Davies, John, Brynmawr, Breconshire, Tailcr. July 15 at 12 at offices 
of Cox andCo, Brynmawr 
Derbyshire, William Henry, Dunstable, Bedford, Auctioneer. July 13 
at 1) at the Sugar Loaf Hotel, Dunstable. Benning, Dunstable 
" Dobson, Edward, Leeds, Woollen Manutacturer. July 13 at2 at offices 
of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Dodgin, Lharies William, and James Turpie, North Shields, North- 
umberland, Shipbuilders. July 14 at 11 at offices of Tinley and Co, 
Boward st, North Shields 
Edwards, David, Sutton, near Macclesfield, Silkk Twist Manufacturer. 
July 15 at 3at 10, Littlest, Macclesfield. Tremewen 
Etchells, Thomas, Macclesfield, Chester, Innkeeper. July 17 at 3 at 
10, Little st, Macclesfield. Tremewen, Manchester 
Evens, William, jun, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. July@at 3 at offices of 
Appleby and Lawson, Queen st, Sheffield 
Fairball, George Watson, Wenlock st, Hoxton, Builder. 
at offices of Nind, Benet place, Gracecharch st 
France. John, Ossett, York, Rag Merchant. July 14 at 11.15 at the 
Commercial Ian, Wakefield rd, Ossett. Wooler, Batley 
Gledhill, John William, Scarborough, York, Boot Dealer. July 13 at 2 
at the Alexandra Hotel, Market st, York, Williamsun, Scarborough 
Glover, Joseph, Wakefield, York, Cloth Manufacturer, July 13 at 2 at 
officer of Close, Bond st, Leeds. Norris and Co, Halifax 
Goldsworthy, Thomas, Goginan, Cardigan, Mining Captain. July 11 at 
1) gt 1, Baker st, Aberystwith, Atwood 
Goodman, George Barry, Southend, Essex, Refreshment house Keeper. 
July 14 at 3 at offices of Wood and Hare, Basinghall st 
Green, Stephen James, Brighton, Sussex, Land Agent. July 16 at 2 
at offices of Poole, Bartholomew close 
Halliwei], Thomes, Rochdale, Lancashire, Bacon Dealer. July 14 at 2 
at offices of Addieshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Has li, Richard, Hungerford, Berks, Grocer. July 14 at 1,30 at the 
Three Swans’ Inn, Hungerford. Tanner, Speenhamland 
Herbordt, Hermann, Dover rd, Baker. July 14 at 2 at offices of Chalk, 
Moorgate st 
Hinckley, Robert, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. July 15 at 3 at the 
Westgate Hotel, Newport. | Jones, Abergavenny 
owes, James, Cumberland, Builder, July 17 at i2 at offices of Pait- 
ton. Irish st, Whitehaven 
Howorth, William, East Dereham, Norfolk, Coal Merchant. July 13 at 
4at offices of Ladd arid Linay, Theatre st, Norwich 
Hughes, Haugh, and John Hugh es, Carnarvon, Coal Merchants. July 
at | at the Castle Hotel, Bangor. Roberts, Bangor 
Hoy, Willieom, Wood Green, Middlesex, Grocer, July 13 at 3 at offices 
Aird, Bastcheap 
Humpidge, Emma, and Joseph Stephens, Coleford, Gloucester, Grocers, 
an? 10 at 12 at offices of Gibbs, Commercial at, Newport. Williams, 


Juy 10 at li at offices of 


July 10 at 


Ju'y 7 at 11 at offices of 


July 14 at 2 at offices 


July It at 3 


' 


88 
Hunt, William, Birmingham, Tobacconist. July 8 at 3 at offices of 
Rowlands, Ann st, Birmingham 
Ingledew, benjamin Martin, College Park, Lewisham, 
Victualier. July 13 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 
land, kdmund, Millbrook, Hants, Brewer, July 11 at 12 at offices of 
Cowell and Co, Gloucester sq, Southampton 
ac, Jobn, jun, North lawton, Devon, Coal Merchant, July l4at 12 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Queen st, Exeter, Searle, Crediton 
hnson, George, Camberwell rd, Draper. July v0 at 12 at offices of 
Cooper and Co, Cheapside. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 
Jones, Juhn, Carnarvon, Joiner. July 11 at Ll at officea of Jones and 
Roberts, Church st, Carnarvon 
Ones, Robert, Abergele, Denbigh, Grocer, July 13 at 2 at offices of 
jo0re and rice, North John at, Liverpool. Williams, Rhyl 
Kenyon, Martha, Bury, Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. July 15 at3 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Bury. Watson, Bur 
King, William George Napoleon, Chard, Somerset, Plumber. July 14 
at 12 at offices of Trenchard and Blake, Registry place, Taunton 
Knowles, Joseph, Newbold Moor, Derby, Plumber, July 14 at 3 at 
Offices of Jones, High st, Chesterfield 


Licensed 


July llatll at offices of | 





Lightfoot, Edward, Widnes, Lancashire, Grocer. July 16 at 3 at offices 
of Nordon, Cook st, Liverpool 
Longngg, Thomas, Liverpool, Shipowner. 
Gibson and Bollaad, South Jotin st, Liverpool, 
pool 
Manson, William, Liverpool, Contractor. 
Stephens and Grace, Cook st, Liverpool 
Marlborough, William, Bishopsgate st Within, Snare Dealer. July 13 
at 12 at offices of Wilde, Gresham st. Eiderton and Emmet, Pump 
court, Tempie 
Mitchel!, Richard George, Smithies, near Barnsley, York, Labourer. 
Ju’y 1s atll at the Coach and Horses Hotel, Barnsiey. Freeman, 
Barnsley 
Montgomery, James, East Stonehouse, Devon, Bort and Shoe Maker. 
July 13 at 11 at Curteis, S: Gaorga’s Hall, East stonenouse 
Moore, Thomas, Oxford st, New rd, Whitechapel, Bricklayer. July 10 
at 3 at offices of Howell, Cheapside 
Myers, George, Leeds, Cab Proprietor. 
Fawcett and Maicoim, Park row, 
Nor ris, Edmund, Coleman st, Wine and Spirit Merchant. July 9 atl 
at the Cannon st Hotel. Noton, Great Swan alley, Moorgate st 
Oliver, Dudiey, Ladbroke Grove rd, Notting Hill, Geat. July 15 at 1 
at offices of Barron, Cannon st. 
Page, Joseph, Birmingham, Steel Toy Manufacturer. July 11 at 12 
at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Pallett, George, Walcot, Leicester, Blacksmith. July 13 at 12 at 
offices of Rawlins and Son, Market Harborough. 
Parlateau, Danie], Paternoster row, Diary Publisher. 
35, Walbrook. Merriman and Co 
Perris, William Slater, Everton, near Liverpool, Librarian. July 15 
at 3 atoffices of Gibson and Bolland, South Jchn st, Liverpool. 
Priest, Liverpool 
Phillips, John Howell, Roath, Glamorgan, Schoolmaster. July 14 at 3 
at offices of Barnard and Cu, Crockherbtown, Card iff. Griffith, Cardiff 
Pierrepoint, Frederick, Lincoln, Watchmaker. July !1 at 1! at offices 
of Jay. Bank st, Lincoln. Page, jun, Lincoln 
Potter, Juin, jun, Dorkall, Worcester, Wheelwright. 
142, Mill st, Kidderminster. Saunders 
Reeve-, T.mothy Brock, Bristol, Cooper. July 14 at 2 at offices of Beck- 
ingham. Albion chambers, Bristoi 
Roberts, “Edward, Tavistock terrace, Holloway rd, no occupation, 
July 13 at 2 at offices of Howse, Staple inn, Holbo n. Morris, Staple 
inn, Holborn 
Sayer, Robert, Witham, E-sex, Cooper. July 16 at 1 at the Spread 
Eagle Hotel, Witham. Digby and Co, Maldon 
Searle, Walter, Burton crescent, Comedian. July 8 at 4 at offices of 
Bassett, Langham place, Oxford circas 
Sharp, William Hodgson, Sunderland, Durham, Painter, July 10 at ll 
at ocfices of Saerwood and Cv, Joho st, Suaderiand, Gratam, 
Sunderland 
Sharpe, Robert, ani Charles James Sharpe, Great Georga s°, Wst- 
miuster, Railway Contractors. July 17 at 2 at otfices of Gane and 
Jackson. Coleman st 
Sharpe, William, Blackman st, Southwark, Stationer. 
offices of Harrison, Walbrook 
Smallwood, Jenima, Bishopsteiznton, Devon, Draper. 
offices of Andrew, Bedford Circus, Exeter 
Stevens, Henry, Bristol, Marble Mason. 
Beckingham, Broad st, Bristol 
Sussman, Siegmund Jacques, Skinner’s place, Sise lane, Commission 
Merchant. July 11 at 10 at offices ot Crump, King st, Cueapsida 
Swarovrick, Richard, Blackburn, Lancashire, Fire Brick Manatacturer. 
July 13 at 11 at offices of Tattersall, Frances st, Blaekburo 
Taylor, Clayton, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. July l4at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Thacker, George, Matlock, Derby, Grocer. July !5 at 11.3) at odices 
of Cowdel!, Matlock Bridge. Cowdell, Chesterfield 
Thompson, George, Thornley Colliery, Durham, out of business. July 
13 at 11 at offices ot Salkeld, Eivet bridge, Duraam 
Tindale, George, Kingstun-upon-Ilall, Boot Dealer. July Sat 11 at offices 
of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon-Hall 
Tindle, Angus, Killingworth, Northamberland, Joiner. July 22 at il 
at offices of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Newcastle- upoa-Tyne 
Trubshaw, William, Staffor!, Builder, July 8 at 1 ac o.tices of Great- 
rex, Greengate st, Stafford 
Waldram, Wiltiam Newcon, Leicester, Wine Merchant. 
offices of Fowler and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 
Wallace, Jonn, and Andrew Laurie, Neweastie-apon-lyns, Ship 
Chanlers. July 10 at2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastic- 
upon-Tyne 
Wearne, Edwin, Great Dover st, China Dealer. 
of Tilley and Liggins, Finsbury place, South 
Webb, Benjamin, Brighton, Sussex, Auctioneer. 
of Lamb, Sip st, Brighton 
Weeks, William Edwin, Bath, Painter. July 9 at ll at the Free- 
masons’ Tavern, Abbey greea, Bath. Shrapnell, Brad ort-on- Avon 
Whitaker, Rostrow, Helmshore, hire, Woolstapler, July t4 at 
11.30 at the White Horse Inn, Roen st, Bury. Ridciiffs, Black- 
burn 
Wragge, George William, Birmingham, Glass Dealer. July 9 at 3 at 
offices of Rowlanda, Ana st, Birmingham 
Wright, Joseph, Kettering, Northampton, Coal Dealer. July 9 at ll at 
offices of Preeny, Gas st, Kettering 


July 20 at 2 at offices of 
Goodman, Livers 


Jaly 14 at 3 at olfices of 


July 13 at 3 at offices of 


Ju'y 14 ab !1 at 


July 11 at 11 at 


Juiy 13 at 2 at 
July IL at ll at 
July 11 at 11 at offices of 


Jaly 14 at 2 at 


July 16 at 2 at offices 
. 


July 16 at 3 at offices 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long op rated as 41 sppresiers tax 
upon all classes of the community, With a view of so vyrig are asly 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS CMPATY, wave 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, hel t th: asleos peso wed 
to undertake the waole duties relating to intecmous at ded aad 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may Capees aco Mag 
to their means aad the requirements of the cave, fie Drapery at 
undertakes the conduct ot Funerals to other comoaterins, ci ltr al pects 
of the United Kingdom, A panphiet coatainiag fall pacioy ate ay 
ve obtained, or will be forwarded, upon applicasioa co tae J vet O.floa, 3 
Lancaster-placs, Strand, W.C, 
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HE LONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 
FOR FIRE, LIFE, AND MARINE ASSURANCES, 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, A.D., 1720.) 
Office:—No. 7, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
West Exp AGEnTs, 
Messrs. GrinpLary & Co., 55, Parliament Street, S.W. 


Governor.—~ROBERT GILLESPIE, Esq. 

Sub-Governor.—EDWARD BUDD, Esq. 

Deputy-Governor.—MARK WILKS COLLET, Esq. 
Directors, 

Louis Hath, Esq. 

Henry J. B. Kendall, Esq. 

Charles Lyall, Esq. 

Cut. R. W. Pelly, RN. 

David Powal!, Esq. 

William Rennie, Es q. 

P. F. Robertson, Esq. 

Robart Ryrie, Esq. 

David P. Sellar, Esq. 

Col. Leopyia Seymour. 

Lewis A. Wallace, Esq. 

William B. Watson, Esq. 

Solicitors. 
Messrs. Upton, Johnson, Upton Messrs.Collyer,Bristow, Withers, 
& Budd, 20, Austin Friars. & Russeil, 4, Bedford Row. 


Nathaniel Alexander, Esq. 
Jeha A. Arbothnot, Esq. 
Robert Burn Blyth, Esq. 
Major-General H. P. Burn. 
Alfred D. Chapman, Esq. 
Sir Frederick Currie, Bart. 
George B. Dewhurst, Esq. 
Banamy Dobree, Esq. 
Jobu Eatwisle. Esq 

Geo. Lonis Monck Gibbs, Esq. 
Edwin Gower, Esq. 

A. C. Gutirie, Esq. 








FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

NOTICE is hereby givento persons Assured against Fire, that the 
renewal receipts for Premiums dus at Midsummer are ready to b3 
delivered, and that Assurances on which the Premium shall remain 
unpaid afcer Filteen Days from the said Quarter-day will become void. 

Fire Assurances can De effected with the Corporation at moderate 
rates of Premium. 

LIFE DEPARTMENT. 

Life Assurances may be effected either with or without participation 
in Profits. v 

Copies of the Accounts, pursuant to ‘* The Life Assurance Companies’ 
Act, 1870,” may be obtained on application. 

Tae Directors are ready to receive applications for Agencies to the 
Corporation. 

JOHN P. LAURENCE, Secretary. 


NIVERSAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
1, KING WILLIAM-STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





Established 1834. 


JOHN FARLEY LEITH, Esq., MP., Q.C., Chairman. 
WILLIAM NORRIS NICHOLSON, Esq., Deputy-Chairman. 
George Henry Brown, Esq. ) John Jackson, M.D. 
The Hon. James Byng. James Joseph Mackenzie, Esq. 
Henry Walford Green, Esq. Sir Rowland M. Stephenson. 
Osgood Hanbury, Esq. Chas. Freville Surtees, Esq, 


Actuary and Secretary—FREDERICK HENDRIKS, Esq. 

At the fortieth annual meeting of the Universal Life Assurance 
Society, held 13th May, the results of the business of the society, from 
its foundation in 1334, wera stated to have been as follows :—T otal 
assurancs issued, £9,909,971; sams assured with boauses existing, 
£3,19%,870; total claims paid, £2.070,343; aceumulated funds, 
£992,669 ; net annual revenue, £164,446; premiums on year’s new 
business, 1873, £7,915; profits returned, in cash, to assured at 35 
bonus divisions, £423,279. The redaction of premiums for the cur- 
rent year on participating policies was fix21 at 50 per cent., the 
present being the eleventh year continaous'y in whic the premium, 
English and Indian, has received a cash rebate of ong-half. 

The Directors Seg to draw attention to the great economy of premiums 
in this Society, to its large reserves, and to its experience of 40 years, 
during which it has secared the utmost possible benefit to the assured. 

Branch Boards and Agencies in Caleutta, Madras, Bombay, and 
Ceylon. Additional Agents required in the United Kingdom. 

A Liberal © i to Solicitors. 


(fF ERR AL COMPANY, 








ASSURANCH 


A.D., 1837. 








LIFE—FIRE—LOANS, 
Cuter Orrice—62, KING WILLIAM STREET, LONDON. 





£1,090,000 
o-+0ree909,000 
New Life Assurances «1,623,975 


New Life Premiums for 5 YOAEA 60 ser eree--veseres seed ABD 
Loans granted on PERSONAL SECURITY. 
REV ERSIONS. 

LIFE INTERESTS. 
FREEHOLDS AND LEASEHOLDS. 
Prospectuses, Reports, Balance Sheets, forwarded on application. 
GEORGE SCOTT FREEMAN, Secretary. 









” ” 
” ” 
” ” 





[yeurra BLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
4 SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND. 
Established 1845. Capital paid-up, £499,000, 
This Society purchases reversionary property and life interests,and 
grants loans on these secarities. 
Formsof proposal may be obtained a+ the office, 


¥. $. CLAYTON, 


Joint 
C, H, CLAYTON, 


Secretaries. 





— 
UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE 


Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions, 


DIRECTORS. 
Cuatrman.—Archibald Hamilton, Esq. 
Deputy-CuaigsMan.—G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. 
Henry Hulse Berens, Esq. | Richard M. Harvey, Esq. 
Hy. Bonham-Carter, Esq. John G. Hubbard, Esq., M P, 
Charles Wm. Curtis, Esq. Frederick H. Janson, Esq. 
Charles F. Devas, Esq. 
Francis Hart Dyke, Esq. 
Sir Walter R. Farquhar, Bart. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. 
James Goodson, Esq. John G. Talbot, Esq., M.P, 
Thomson Hankey, Esq, M.P. | Henry Vigne, Esq. 
SecreTary.—T homas Tallemach. 
Actuary.—Samuel Brown. 


John Martin, Esq. 
Augustus Prevost, Esq. 
William Steven, Esq. 


£1,000,000 


Share Capital at present paid up andinvested ... £ 
Total Funds about... +e yoo wes “ £3,000,009 
Total Aunual Income upwards of ... we £400,000 


N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Midsummer must be renewed at 
the Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th July. 








MYXHE SCOTTISH EQUITABLE (MUTUAL) 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 

Head Office—26, ST. ANDREW-SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 
London Office—30, GRACECHUKCH-SIREET, E.C. 
Manager—T. B. SPRAGUE, Esq., MA. 

Solicitors in London.—Messrs. BURTON, YEATES, & HART, 
25, Chancery-lane. 

Income, £265,000. Assets, £2,033,000 
Every description of Life Insurance businees transacted. 
The usual Commission allowed to Solicitors. 
This Society purchases REVERSION 3, whether absolute or contin- 
gent, life interests, ani annuities ; also makes advances upon mortgage 
of such properties. 





HE AGRA BANK (LIMITED) 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 


HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON 


Baaxcues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 


tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
At 5 percent, per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon 

Bitts}issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 

or collection, 

Sates anv Porcmasés effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 
| Every other description of banking business and money agency 

| British and! ndian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under ‘the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use, 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution, SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Kegistration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleste 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeanta’-inn) 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 
ETC, 

SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 


Ewery description of Printing. 





Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 
Appeais Prospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 

Books Newspapers 
Pamphiets Oirewlars 

Reports Posters 

Rules Handbills, &c., &c. 


11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. oy 






Beaumont W. Lubbock, Eag, © 


Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms euse 
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